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Current Topics. 


Reports of Cases before the Official Referees. 


THE KEENNEss with which everything in the shape of news is 
collected by the oy HN press has been illustrated by the 
daily reports of a trial before one of the official referees which 
lasted over a week. There is nothing, so far as we are aware, 
to shew that the Legislature intended that these trials should be 
private. By R.S8.C., ord. 36, r. 49, “‘subject to any order to be 
made by the court or judge ordering thesame, . . . every such 
trial shall be conducted in the same manner, as nearly as circum- 
stances will admit, as trials are conducted before a judge.” But it is 
often one of the advantages of a reference, particularly in a case 
reflecting upon the character or reputation of one of the parties, 
that the inquiry should be held in private. We think, there- 
fore, that it is matter of regret that the proceedings in a guast- 
private inquiry should be = in the newspapers. The 
example may be widely followed to the ¢ annoyance of 
ersons who do not wish that the details of their disputes should 
e laid before the public. The only reason for removing such 
cases from their previous obscurity is to be found in the taste 
for scandal and gossip which seems to be a prominent feature of 


the present age. 


The Australian Arbitration Court. 
Tue court established by the New South Wales Industrial 
Arbitration Act, 1901, leaves something to be desired in the 
matter of efficiency. The Act is rather an ambitious one. It 
provides for the registration and incorporation of industrial 
unions, and the making and enforcing of industrial agreements. 
The Court of Arbitration founded by the Act is for the hearing 
and determination of industrial disputes and matters referred to 
it. It is to be a court of record, with a seal to be judicially 
noticed, and it is to have power to hear and determine according 
to ‘equity and good conscience” any industrial dispute. The 
court is authorized to make any order or award or give any direo- 
tion in pursuance of such hearing or determination, with power to 
prescribe a minimum rate of wages for workmen. It also takes 
power to fix penalties, and to grant injunctions to restrain persons 
m breaking any award, order, or direction of the court, the 
penalties lt oxen before a magistrate. The prospectus 
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of this tribunal, if we may use the expression, is an ambitious 
one. But it appears to a fallen by its own weight. The 
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workmen disregard its decrees, and in a recent case the court 
refused to adjudicate on the ground that its order would 
probably be disobeyed, and that it could not enforce com- 
pliance with such order. The Roman poet saw no benefit in laws 
unless they were obeyed ‘‘ by the same virtues they were made,” 
and few will disagree with his opinion at the present day. 


Sale of Goods by Description. 

A witnzss in a case recently heard in one of the metropolitan 
county courts was asked how long eggs wereentitled to the descrip- 
tion “new laid” and had much difficulty in answering the question. 
Where goods or merchandize are sold by description it is often 
difficult to determine whether the goods delivered are a sub- 
stantial compliance with the contract, but if the word selected to 
express the quality of the goods is some familiar adjective, the 
difficulty is much greater. ‘‘ Fresh eggs” or “ fresh butter,” 
** new milk ” or “‘ new bread,” “‘ the best palm oil,” are examples 
of cases where it is difficult to say that the article is definitely 
ascertained. We hear those about us speaking of ‘‘ young 
men” and “old men” and are often in much doubt as to the 
age of the persons of whom they are speaking. How are these 
questions to be decided? When, for example, does milk or 
bread cease to be new milk or new bread? The answer, of 
course, is that the question cannot be resolved with mathe- 
matical certainty. It is for the jury, assisted by the opinion of 
experienced witnesses, to fix the space of time during 
which the thing may reasonably be said to be new or fresh. 
Instances may, of course, occur where the inference from the 
admitted facts isso obvious that the matter is beyond controversy, 
and the judge may then practically take the matter into his own 
hands. but it would seem that no description is sufficiently precise 
to prevent disputes, and the arbitration clause now generally 
inserted in mercantile contracts is an effort to settle these dis- 
putes without the necessity of an action in the High Court. 


Married Women Trustees. 


Tue Mareen Women’s Property Act, 1883, Amendment 
Bill, which was introduced into the House of Commons last 
year by Mr. Kivser, but failed to pass, has this year been 
introduced into the House of Lords by the Lord Chancellor. It 
is intended, as our readers are aware, to obviate the difficulties 
which have been caused in conveyancing practice by the omission 
of the Married Women’s Property Act, 1882, to authorize 
conveyances by married women trustees without the old formali- 
ties. It is probable that the omission was unintentional, but the 
Legislature, by section 18, expressly recognized that a married 
woman trustee might make transfers of certain classes of personal 
property as a feme sole, and in the well-known case of Re Harkness 
and Allsopp’s Contract (44 W. R. 683 ; 1896, 2 Ch. 358) Norra, J., 
drew the not unnatural conclusion that similar transfers of real 
estate were excluded. We recently discussed (ante, p, 160) the 
cases which have arisen in connection with the subject, and it has 
been generally admitted that the existing law is at once anomalous 
and inconvenient. The present Bill is practically identical with 
that which was introduced last year, and it proposes to provide 
that a married woman executrix or administratrix of the estate 
of any deceased person or trustee of property shall be, and as 
from the Ist of January, 1883, shall be deemed to have been, 
capable of disposing or of joining in the disposition of any 
property, whether real or personal, forming part of the estate 
of such deceased person or subject to any such trust, 
without her husband, as if she were a feme sole; but there is 
a proviso ‘‘ that nothing herein contained shall render invalid or 
affect any right, title, or interest acquired by any person prior to 
the commencement of this Act and which would have been valid 
had this Act not been passed.” Last year’s Bill was introduced 
just at this period of the session, but though admittedly use- 
ful and absolutely uncontroversial, Parliament failed to deal 
with it. It is to be hoped that this year that body will prove 
itself more efficient as a means of legislation. 


Stamp on Statutory Declarations. 


Tuxnz szzms to be no limit to the ingenuity of Somerset 
House in devising fresh exactions in respect of stamp duty. We 
print elsewhere a letter from a firm of solicitors informing us that 


a single statutory declaration in which three persons joined has( 


been -held, upon adjudication, to require three 2s. 6d. 
We agree with our correspondents in thinking that, if ¢hj 
adjudication is correct, a good many statutory declarations her. 
tofore made must be insufficiently stamped. Under the schedul, 
to the Stamp Act, 1891, the stamp is imposed on “ affiday; 
and statutory declaration,” and under section 21 of the Inte. 
pretation Act, 1889, the expression “ statutory declaration” isp 
mean ‘a declaration made by virtue of the Statutory Declan. 
tions Act, 1835.” There is nothing in this expression 
limit the number of declarants, and as the d i 
of three persons mentioned by our correspondents was clearly 
“a declaration made by virtue” of that Act, we are at, 
loss to understand the reason for the view taken on adjudj. 
cation. It appears that the declaration by one of the declarany 
was taken before a different commissioner and at a differen 
time, and this circumstance might possibly afford some ground fo 
contending that there was a separate declaration by this declg. 
ant, so as to necessitate two 2s. 6d. stamps. And, on a forcsi 
construction of section 4 (a) of the Stamp Act, 1891, the declary. 
tion of one of the declarants as to pedigree, and by the two othen 
that they had not incumbered, might be considered ‘“‘disting 
matters,” so as to render the declaration liable to two 2s, 64 
stamps. But why should it be liable to three such stamps? We 
know that some very careful practitioners have entertained doubts 
whether section 18 of the Statutory Declarations Act, 1835— 
which speaks of “the declaration of any person,” and of “the 
person wilfully making such false declaration ”’—applies tos 
single declaration made by more than one person; but as thy 
next section (19) refers to “‘any declaration - made 
oe by any person or persons under or in pursuance of the 
rovisions of this Act or any of them,” there does not seem to 
S any substance in the doubt. 


French Barristers and their Fees. 

Tue supement of the First Chamber of the Tribunal of th 
Seine in an action by a client to recover from a barrister the 
amount of the fee paid to him has caused much talk and excite 
ment among the members of the bar of Paris. By th 
immemorial constitution and usage of that bar (corresponding 
to the rule prevailing with English barristers), the fee of a 
advocate is considered as a gratuity, and he can maintain m 
action to recover it. It further appears that it is contrary 
every tradition of the profession that an advocate should be 
liable in any legal proceeding for the recovery of money which 
he has received by way of honorarium from a client. An actio 
for libel having been brought against a newspaper by a lady 
who was in narrow circumstances, she retained as her counsels 
gentleman in good practice at the junior bar, and obtained 
judgment for 10,000 francs as damages. The defendants 
appealed, and the plaintiff, after an interview with he 
counsel at the Palais de Justice, agreed, by way of com 
promise, to accept 6,000 francs from the defendants ani 
the insertion of certain notices in the ~~ press. The plaintif 
at the same time, at the suggestion of her advocate, wrote a letter 
requesting the defendants to pay him as his honorarium 1,00 
francs, which was accordingly done. The court found as a fact 
that the plaintiff only consented to this deduction from the 
amount due to her under compulsion arising from the undw 
influence exercised over her by her advocate, her urgent need d 
money, and her anxiety lest the payment of what was due to he 
should be indefinitely delayed. Having yp to this finding, 
the court ordered the advocate to repay to his client the sum o 
900 francs, with interest. The Council of the Bar of Paris bal 
previously considered a complaint from the plaintiff relating # 
the same matter and held that as regarded the quota of the fw 
they were not authorized to tax the honorarium claimed 
an advocate, and though it was in the particular instance claime 
in a manner which might be open to sdme criticism, the plai 
had established no ground for hercomplaint. In this conflictd 
decisions the sympathy of the profession is wholly with the 
advocate, and an address assuring him of their sympathy ha 
received numerous signatures. 

Authority to Dispose of Shares. 


Aw INTERESTING application of the doctrine that a person wht 
Ng to another an apparently absolute power of dealing 
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“ Jimitation, is to be found in the decision of Kexewion, J., in 
Hooper v. Herts and Whatton (ante, p. 297). Herts and Watton 


which Wuarron had assisted Herts to pay to Hoorgr £150 for 
office rent. Subsequently Waarron handed to Herts a blank 
transfer of certain shares in the Smelting and Refining Oo. of 
Australia standing in Wauarron’s name, with instructions to 
borrow as much as he could on them. Hoorzr made two 
advances of £50, but a few days later Wuartron wrote to Herts 


stpone the matter if you have not already seen about it. 
bne ought to be able to borrow on those shares up to a 
value at 4 per cent.” The sum wanted was £700 
or £800, and this Hoorzr could not lend himself, but he 
procured the amount from a finance company on the security of 
the shares and the blank transfer, and of his own personal 
liability, and out of the £700 he paid himself a further £150 for 
rent, and one of the loans of £50. Subsequently the transfer 
was filled up and sent in for registration, but upon Wxarron 
receiving the usual notification of transfer, he wrote to the 
Smelting Co. that it was not in order, and repudiated Hzrrs’ 
dealing with the shares. This however, so Kgxewicun, J., held, 
he was debarred from doing by the authority which he had 
iven. ‘No doubt,” said Lord Herscuert in Thomas v. Clydes- 
dale Bank (1893, A. C., p. 287), in a passage quoted by the 
learned judge, “if the person receiving the money has reason 
to believe that the payment is being made in fraud of a third 
rson, and that the person making the payment is handing over 
in discharge of his debt money which he has no right to hand 
over, then the person taking such payment would not be 
entitled to retain the money.” In the present case Warton had 
given to Herrs an absolute power to raise money on the shares, 
and the previous transactions which had taken place raised no 
suspicion that Herts was not entitled to deal with the money. 
Hence the charge on the shares had been properly created, and 
the transfer had been wrongfully stopped by Wuarron, though 
under the special circumstances of the case, Hoopsr, who had 
paid off the finance company, was on technical grounds prevented 
from claiming damages for the stoppage. 


Forged Indorsement of Cheque. 

AN INTERESTING point upon the conflict of laws with regard to 
the forged indorsement of a cheque has been decided by the 
Court of Appeal in Embericos v. The Anglo-Austrian Bank (ante, 
— ), where the judgment of Watron, J., was affirmed. In 

h, 1903, a Roumanian bank drew a cheque on a London 
bank to the order of A., who carried on business in Roumelia. 
A. specially indorsed the cheque in that courtry to B., who was 
in London, and posted it toB. The cheque, however, was stolen 
in transit, and, B.’s indorsement having been forged, it was 
cashed by a Vienna bank and indorsed to the Anglo-Austrian 
Bank in London. The latter bank presented it at the 
bank on which it was drawn, and it was paid. According 
to English law, of course, the forged indorsement conferred 
no title on persons claiming under it, and they would be 
liable to the true owner of the cheque for conversion. 
Upon the assumption that this doctrine applied, A., the payee, 
brought an action against the Anglo-Austrian Bank to recover 
the amount of the cheque. But, according to Austrian law, the 
holder of a cheque who has bought it bond fide without gross 
negligence and for value is treated as the owner of the cheque, 
And as entitled to the proceeds against all the world, notwith- 
standing that the cheque has been previously stolen and the 
indorsement forged. If this rule was applicable, then the 
defendant bank acquired a good title to the cheque, and the action 
must fail. Thus the question was whether the English or the local 
law was to apply to an assignment abroadof a chequedrawn abroad 


ments. It arg also, that the case is covered by section 


72 of the Bills of ven Act, which enacts that the validity 
of a bill as regards (inter alia) indorsement, and the interpreta- 
tion of the indorsement, shall be determined by the zr loci 
contractus. On either view, the defendant was entitled 
to be treated as owner of the cheque, notwithstanding the forged 


indorsement, and the action consequently failed. 


The Prevention of Corruption Bill. 


Tux Brit “ for the better- prevention of corruption” has been 
introduced in the House of Lords by the Lord Chancellor. 
The main provision is that if any agent corruptly accepts or 
obtains from any person any gift or consideration as an induce- 
ment or reward for doing, or forbearing to do, any act in relation 
to his principal’s affairs or business, or for shewing, or forbearing 
to shew, favour or disfavour to any person in relation to his 
principal’s affairs or business, he be guilty of a misde- 
meanour, and liable, on indictment, to imprisonment for 
two years with hard labour or to a fine of £500, or to both; 
and, on summary conviction, to four months or a fine of £50, 
The other party to the corrupt arrangement is under the same 
liability. So also is any person who knowingly gives to an agent 
any receipt, account, or other document in respect of which the 
principal is interested, which contains any statement which is 
false, or erroneous, or defective in any material particular, and 
which is intended to mislead the principal. The agent who 
knowingly uses such document with intent to deceive his principal 
is equally liable to punishment. It is clear that the word 
“ corruptly” is the most important word in this provision. If 
the gift is accepted by the agent, but not corruptly, there is no 
offence. There probably will not be much difficulty in practice 
in defining the word “corruptly.” It is used in the same way 
in that very similar Act, the Public Bodies Corrupt Practices 
Act, 1889. If an agent accepts the consideration dishonestly— 
behind his principal’s back and to his principal’s detriment— 
then no doubt he has acted corruptly ; and it must always be a 
question of fact for the jury whether his act was or was not 
corrupt. In some cases, as is well known, an agent 
does receive some commission or consideration from the 
other party, with the knowledge of his principal and without 
doing his principal any harm, and the word “corrupt” cannot be 
applied to them, and they would not come within the Act. No 
prosecution is to be instituted under the Act except with the 
consent of the Attorney-General. We believe that, although 
this projected legislation has been long before Parliament, it 
has never yet received adequate discussion, and it may be ho 
that the House of Commons will be able to bestow attention 
on it this Session, though we recognize that the hope has little 
chance of realization. The measure, however desirable in its 
general aspect, requires very careful examination in regard to 
its practical working. 


Maintenance. 


A casE oF maintenance has been oocupying the attention of 
a judge and jury this week in the King’s ch Division; and 
cases of this sort are so rare as to deserve some notice when they 
do occur. There have been so few actions of this kind in 
modern times that it was argued, as lately as 1886, before the 
Court of Appeal that such an action is no longer maintainable. 
That Court, however, refused to adopt this contention, on the 
ground that maintenance is an unlawful act, and that when 
an unlawful act results in a particular wrong to a particular 
person, that person has erally a remedy by action against 
the wrongdoer. The modern law on the subject is contained in 
two cases, Bradlaugh v. Newdigate (31 W. R. 792, 11 Q. B. D. 
1) and Harris v. Brisco (17 Q. B. D. 504), in the latter of 
which the Court of Appeal gave the decision just mentioned. 
In the former case Lord Cotzrmnes, O.J., gave a very interesting 








and payable in England. If the cheque is regafded as a move- 
able, then it would seém that the foreign law will apply. ‘“ An 
assignment of a moveable which can be touched (goods), so runs 
tule 140 of Dicey’s Conflict of Laws (p. 530), “ giving a good 
title thereto according to the law of the country where the 
moveable is situate at the time of the assignment (/ex situs), is 
It was held, however, in Alcock v. Smith (1892, 1 Ch. 
238) that, for the purpose of thig rule, a bill of exchange is a 


and important exposition of the law. He quotes Biaoxsronr’s 
definition of maintenance as ‘“‘an officious intermeddling in a 
suit which no way belongs to one by maintaining or assisti 

either party with money or otherwise to prosecute or defend it. 
After reviewing the authorities, he then decides that, as a general 
rule, it isa defence to such an action that the defendant had 


a common interest in the subject-matter of the first action 





moveable, and the rule equally extends to all negotiable instru- 
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various kinds, as that arising from the relationship of master 
and servant, from natural relationship and from joint pecuniary 
or proprietary interest. It also exists where a rich man out of 
charity gives money to a poor man, who could not otherwise 
assert his rights and would be oppressed and overborne in his 
endeavour to maintain them. In Harris v. Brisco it was clear 
that in assisting the third person in bringing an action against 
the plaintiff the defendant had acted out of charity; but he had 
acted with little discretion and with little examination into the 
real merits and bona fides of the suit-he was maintaining. In these 
circumstances Wix1s, J., held that the fact that he had acted out 
of charity was no defence, because he had no reasonable ground 
for his belief that the claim was well founded, and that he was 
supporting the oppressed against the oppressor. On appeal, 
however, the Court of Appeal overruled this decision, and held 
that the defence that the assistance was given out of charity cannot 
be limited in this way. The only question is, Did the defendant 
act from charitable motives or not? It is not necessary to prove 
in addition that he acted with discretion and with due regard to 
the interests of the supposed oppressor as well as of the supposed 
victim ; and he cannot be required to shew that he acted upon 
reasonable and probable cause, and after due inquiry. This is, 
we believe, the only reported case in which the defence of 
charity has been actually raised in an action for maintenance 
until the recent case, which raised no new legal point. 


Cheque Signed with a Rubber Stamp. 


SoME CORRESPONDENCE has recently appeared in the newspapers 
concerning the ignorance of merchants of elementary rules of 
law, and it is stated as an example that a member of a large 
firm had proposed to sign their bills and cheques by means of a 
rubber stamp. It is, of course, assumed that such a signature 
would be inoperative, but we are by no means sure that this is 
the case. By section 3 (1) a bill of exchange is an unconditional 
order in writing addressed by one person to another, signed by 
the person giving it ; and by section 91, where by this Act any 
instrument or writing is required to be signed by any person, it 
is not necessary that he should sign it with his own hand, but 
it is sufficient if his signature is written thereon by some other 
person by or under his authority. In the absence of express 
statutory requisition, it can make no difference whether the signa- 
ture be traced by a pen or whether it be stamped letter by letter 
or all at the same time. In Schneider v. Norris (2 M. & 8. 286), 
where the name of the vendor was printed on a bill of parcels, 
and there was evidence that it was printed by his authority, it 
was held that there was a sufficient memorandum in writing to 
charge the vendor under the 17th section of the Statute of 
Frauds, Lz Buanc, J., saying: ‘‘ Suppose the defendant had 
stamped the bill of parcels with his own name, would that not 
have been sufficient? Such a stamping, as it seems to me, 
if required to be done by the party himself or by his authority, 
would afford the same protection as signing.” It is hard to 
believe that the Bills of Exchange Act meant to disable any one 
whose hands were crippled from drawing cheques on his 
banking account, and so compel him to sign them by a clerk or 


agent. 








A supplement to the London Gazette of the 3rd of March contains a list 
of accounts in the several divisions of the High Court which have not been 
dealt with since the Ist of September, 1889, together with an index of 
names and cross-references to the sub-titles of the general accounts. The 
aggregate ainount of these funds, says the Times, is less than £1 000,000, 
distributed over more than 3,300 separate accounts, One-half do not 
exceed £150 in value, and only about one-twentieth exceed £1,000. It is 
ndded that this is the only authorized list of dormant or unclaimed funds 
in court. Directions are given as to the method of application for 
information. 


At the Mansion House police-court on Tuesday, Alfred Arnold Baker, 
Walter Bury, and William Herbert Percy were charged on remand befure 
the Lord Mayor with having acted and purported to act under the false 
colour and pretence of the process of the City of London Court. ‘I'he 
defendants, by the advice of their counsel, pleaded guilty—Daker and 
Berry to obtaining 4s. 6d. and Percy 1s. by false pretences. Counsel for 
the defendants said that they had committed unwittingly an extremely 
foolish act, of which, until too late, they did not realize the impropriety. 
They had not counterfeited any seal, stamp, or siguature issued ey the 
City of London Court and the documents would have deceived no one of 
ordinary observation. The Lord Mayor fined them each £20 and £10 costs, 
with the alternative of three months’ imprisonment. ‘he fines were paid. 





Solicitor and Own Client Costs, 


Tat a judgment in favour of a party to an action, even with 
costs given to him as between solicitor and client, may yet leave 
the successful litigant with a further liability of more or legs 
amount which he must himself pay out of his own pocket to his 
own solicitor, and cannot have included in the costs to be paid by 
his opponent, is one of those apparent anomalies which are well 
known to bring litigation into frequent discredit. A judgment 
carrying solicitor and client costs may, no doubt, be said to cover 
‘‘all such costs as a solicitor would reasonably incur in the 
ordinary conduct of his client’s case,”’ but it is also undoubtedly 
true that it is not every charge to which the solicitor would be 
entitled as against his own client which would be allowed by the 
taxing-master on the necessary taxation. 

It was long ago decided that costs cannot be imposed as a 
penalty beyond costs of suit, and that it would not be according 
to law to give to a party by way of damages the costs ag 
between solicitor and client of the litigation in which the 
damages were recovered. That the High Court had, in matters 
of equitable jurisdiction, a general discretionary power to give 
costs as between solicitor and client was decided by the Court of 
Appeal as long ago as the year 1888, but the court expressly 
declined to decide whether there was any such power in matters 
of common law jurisdiction. Probably there is now such a 
power in the High Court, as a general rule, under the wide 
powers conferred by section 5 of the Judicature Act, 1890, and 
it is expressly conferred in certain cases—e.g., by the Public 
Authorities Protection Act, 1893. There may also be a like 

ower under the inherent jurisdiction which the House of Lords 

as, independent of statute, over costs in proceedings before 
itself, but it is conceived that even such costs could only be 
those as between solicitor and client to the extent of what may 
be called the practice of the taxing-masters as to them. 

It is, therefore, noteworthy that in a recent case in the King’s 
Bench Division judgment was given for a plaintiff with solicitor 
and own client costs—a form of order which is probably 
sufficient to carry everything which a client could be required 
by his own solicitor to pay to him. The action was one by an 
officer, employed in an official capacity, against the proprietors of 
a newspaper which had published charges, with aggravated 
innuendoes, against him, which the defendants were compelled 
to admit were wholly unwarrantable, and the plaintiff very 
properly insisted that, as he had brought the action, not to 
obtain damages, but to vindicate his character, he ought not to 
be left under pecuniary liability of any kind in consequence. 
Under the circumstances, the defendants submitted to judgment 
in the above form, and it was probably only by consent that it 
could thus cover costs which would not have been allowed on 4 
mere solicitor and client taxation. 

The precedent thus publicly established seems to be one which 
might usefully be followed as a term of settlement of similar 
actions, so that a successful litigant in such cases may be 48 
completely exonerated from all personal liability as a trustee, 
who, in accordance with a well-known rule, is entitled to have, 
in addition to his costs of action, properly so-called, as between 
solicitor and client, any costs, charges, and expenses properly 
incurred by him in the execution of the trust, or the administra 
tion of his testator’s estate. 








The following commission days have been fixed by the judges (Mr. 
Justice Walton and Mr. Justice Bray) for the Spring Assizes on the 
Northern Circuit : Manchester, Saturday, the 22nd of April; Liverpool, 
Thursday, the 11th of May. 


It is understood, says the Times Parliamentary correspondent, that the 
Dogs Bill introduced by Mr. Fellowes in the House of Commons follows 
generally the lines of that of last session—that is to say, it renders the 
owner of a dog liable for injury to cattle done by that dog without 
the necessity for the person seeking damages to prove a previous mis- 
chievous propensity in the animal, or the owner's knowledge of such 
previous propensity, or that the injury was attributable to neglect on the 
part of the owner. The measure also empowers the Board of Agriculture 
to make orders concerning the wearing by dogs of collars bearing the names 
and addresses of their owners, the prevention of sheep worrying, the 
straying of dogs at night, and the seizure by the police of stray dogs, and 
deals with the exemption of sheep dogs from excise licence. The Bill 
—_ to Scotland and Ireland, with certain modifications of the English 
scheme, 
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Fictitious Payees. 


“ Wuere ”—-so runs section 7 (3) of the Bills of Exchange Act, 
1882—‘‘ the payee (ot a bill] is a fictitious or non-existing 
person, the bill may be treated as payable to bearer.” The 
decision on this enactment which has just been given by 
Wanrerincton, J.,in Vinden v. Hughes (Times, 8th inst.) recalls 
the famous controversy which arose over the phrase “‘ fictitious 
person ” in Bank of England v. Vagliano (39 W. R. 657; 1891, 
A. C. 107), and the opposite result which was arrived at in the 
circumstances of the present case is an instructive illustration 
of the principle which was established by the decision of the 
House of Lords in Vagliano’s cass. It will be convenient to 
recall shortly the facts of the earlier case and the contrary views 
there expressed in the Court of Appeal and the House of Lords. 
In Vagliano’s case Vuorna was a merchant doing business at 
Odessa, who was in the habit of drawing on Vaciiano BroruErs 
in London. The bills were generally to the order of a named 
payee, and on several occasions they were drawn to the order of 
C. Perri & Co., a firm at Constantinople. Gtyka, who was 
a clerk in the employment of Vacriano Broruers, had bills 
prepared which were identical in appearance with Vucina’s 
genuine bills, and then forged Vucrna’s name as drawer and 
inserted the name of O. Pzrrmr & Co. as payees. The bills 
were subsequently included with the genuine bills which had 
been forwarded to Vacuiano Brorners in the ordinary 
course of business, and when put before them for acceptance 
were duly accepted without suspicion that there was 
any fraud, Under these circumstances the full court of 
Appeal, by a majority of fiveto one, Lord Esuer, M.R., being 
the dissentient, held that there was not a fictitious payee and 
that the bills were consequently not made payable to bearer by 
the operation of the above provision of the Bills of Exchange 
Act, 1882. In the judgment of the majority, which was pre- 
pared by Bowen, L.J., it was pointed out that the persons named 
as payees were not in truth fictitious. ‘A real and existing firm 
of that name were in fact carrying on business at Constanti- 
nople, and had been on previous occasions payees of genuine 
bills drawn by Vuctna on Vacurano Broruers,” and VaGiiano 
BroruEers when they accepted the bills believed that they were 
accepting in favour of the actual firm of C. Perri & Oo. 
This raised the question whether the sub-section was to be 
taken to incorporate the previous law that a person might be 
fictitious as regards one party to the bill and not as against 
another, and that to mh the person fictitious as regards 
the acceptor, the acceptor must have knowledge of the fiction. 
“Down to the date of the passing of the recent statute,” said 
Bowen, L.J., “‘ the exception that bills drawn to the order of a 
fictitious or non-existing payee might be treated as payable to 
bearer was based uniformly upon the law of estoppel, and 
applied only as against the parties who at the time they became 
linble on the bill were cognizant of the fictitious character or of 
the non-existence of the supposed payee.” Thesame rule, it was 
held, was to be taken to be incorporated in the statutory enactment, 
and it followed that, since Vaci1ano Broruers had no knowledge 
that C. Perrivr & Co. were fictitious for the purpose of these parti- 
cular bills, they were not fictitious payees within the meaning of 
the statute as regards the acceptors, and consequently, as regards 
them they were not to be treated as bills payable to bearer. 
This meant that the Bank of England, who fad paid the bills, 
had wrongly debited them against Vaciiano Brorugrs’ account. 
This result was reversed in the House of Lords«mainly upon 
the ground that the sub-section was to be treated as independent 
of the previous law, and that the qualification on the meanin 
of ‘fictitious person”? which had been previously recogniz 
was not to be introduced into the new statutory provision. To 
do so was, in the language of Lord Hxrscugnt, to add to the 
words of the statute, and to insert a limitation which was not 
to be found in it or indicated by it. So long as the rule was 
based on estoppel, it was no doubt an essential point that the 
person against whom it was being set up should. | be aware of 
the fiction. Otherwise he could not be estopped. But, as Lord 
HERscnEtL observed, it was not n to construe a positive 
enactment by reference to the doctrine of estoppel. “ 





The law of pay was not thought to afford sufficient pro- 
tection to those dealing with the apparent owner of goods. The 
Legislature deemed it necessary to intervene, and the Factors . 
Act were passed, each of which added something to the pro- 
tection of persons so dealing. Why, then, should it be thought 
improbable that the Legislature should have created in the holder 
of a bill drawn payable to a fictitious person a new right against 
the acceptor ?” 

Upon this view it became unnecessary to consider, as the 
Court of Ap had done, whether the payees were fictitious 
as regards the acceptors, and the only question was whether, 
without reference to any particular parties to the bill, they 
were “ fictitious ”’ within the meaning of the statute; and in con- 
struing this word it was essential to notice that the Legislature 
had used it in conjunction with “non-existent.” The inference 
was that a person might be named asa fictitious payee although, 
since there was a person answering to the name, he could 
not be described as non-existent. ‘‘ Do the words,” said Lord 
Lord Herscuett, “‘ where the payee is a fictitious persen,’ apply 
only where the payee named never had a real existence? I 
take it to be clear that by the word ‘payee’ must be 
understood the payee named on the face of the bill; for, 
of course, by hypothesis there is no intention that pay- 
ment should be made to any such person. Where, then, the 
payee named is so named by way of pretence only, without the 
intention that he shall be the person to receive payment, is it 
doing violence to language to say that the payee is a fictitious 
person? I think not.” d the learned lord went on to point 
out that in other connections the word “ fictitious’’ was not 
used to denote unreal, but what is a pretence. ‘‘ When we 
speak of a fictitious entry in a book of accounts, we do not mean 
that the entry has no real existence, but only that it purports to 
be that which it is not—that it is an entry made for the purpose 
of pretending that the transaction took place which is represented 
by it.” . 

The result arrived at was that ‘‘ whenever the name inserted 
as that of the payee is so inserted by way of pretence merely, 
without any intention that payment shail only be made in con- 
formity therewith, the payee is a fictitious person within the 
meaning of the statute, whether the name be that of an existing 
person, or of one who has no existence, and that the bill may, 
in each case, be treated by a lawful holder as payable to bearer.” 
Under the circumstances of Vagliano’s case the name of the 
payees—O. Prrrip1 & Co.—had been inserted without any in- 
tention on the part of the person who inserted it, and who added 
the drawer’s name, that they should receive payment. It was 
consequently inserted as a mere pretence, and C. Perripr & Co., 
being fictitious payees, the bills were payable to bearer, and 
the ‘Bank of England escaped the liability which had been 
imposed upon it by the Court of Appeal. 

In the case of Vinden v. Hughes (supra), which has just been 
decided by Warrineron, J., the question arose upon cheques 
which had been fraudulently dealt with by a clerk of the 
plaintiffs. The plaintifis were salesmen in Covent Garden 
market, and part of the clerk’s duties was to fill up cheques 
payable to the order of customers of the plaintiffs, who were 
chiefly fruit growers, with the names of the customers and the 
amounts payable to them. He would then obtain the signature 
of the plaintiffs to the cheques and post the cheques to the 
customers. In the case of several of these cheques, amounting 
together to £487, the clerk did not so post them, but forged the 
customers’ indorsements, and then handed them to the defendant, 
who, acting in good faith, gave cash for them and had them 
collected by his bank. In the case of one cheque for £20, this 
amount was actually owing to the payee when the cheque was 
drawn, and it seems clear that the payee was a real person for 
the purpose of the cheque. It was, indeed, the a case of a 
cheque being stolen and the indorsement fo But as 
regards the other cheques the amounts for which they were 
drawn were not owing to the respective payees, and it was con- 
tended accordingly that such payees were fictitieus persons 
within the meaning of section 7 (3) of the Bills of Exchange 
Act, 1882. 

At first sight the case has a T meg resemblance to Vagliano’s 
case. In each there is a fraudulent clerk who prepares the bill 


is not the only sound principle upon which a law can be bat. | or cheque and fills in the names of payees, who are real persons, 
: ; * 
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but to whom he never intends that payment shall be made. In 
each case the leading signature on the document is genuine—in 
the one case the signature of the acceptor of the bill, in the 
other the signature of the drawer of thecheque. The difference 
appears to be that in the case of the bill there was also the 
drawer’s signature, which, though forged, ranked as an essential 
part of the bill. The acceptor is primarily liable on the bill, 
and when he accepts, seeing the payee’s name, he intends to pay 
that payee. But he does not originally insert the name of the 
payee. That is done by the drawer, and the acceptor simply acts, 
as regards payment, on the drawer’s instructions. Hence, when 
the payee is a pretence on the part of the drawer, it is intelligible 
that he should be treated as fictitious. But the case of the 
drawer of a cheque is different. He points out to the bank the 
person to whom payment is to be made, and, if such person is 
real and the drawer intends that the payment shall really be 
made to him, the transaction is not mere pretence, and this is the 
result at which Wanrrineron, J., in a very interesting judgment, 
arrived. Consequently the payees were not fictitious, and the 
cheques were not made by the statute payable to bearer. Hence 
the defendant, who had received the proceeds of them without 
having any title, had to account to the plaintiffs for the amount. 
In the event, however, of an appeal, which seems probable, it 
may be found that the distinction attempted between this and 
Vagliano’s case is too fine. 








Reviews. 
Equity. 
THE PRINCIPLES OF EQUITY: INTENDED FOR THE USE oF STUDENTS 
AND OF PRACTITIONERS. By Epmunp H. T. SNELL, Barrister-at- 
Law. FourTEENTH Epition. By ARCHIBALD Brown, M.A. 


(Edin. and Oxon.) and B.C.L. (Oxon.), Barrister-at-Law. Stevens 
& Haynes. 


This standard work on the principles of equity, with which the 
student makes acquaintance at a very early stage in his career, has 
now attained to a fourteenth edition, of which eleven have been the 
work of the present editor. In style and arrangement the book 
remains the same, but numerous additions have been made, though 
by means of condeneation elsewhere the size of the book has not been 
materially increased. Notwithstanding that the principles of equity tend 
to become more and more fixed, the courts have beeu busy in defining 
their exact limits. Notably has this been the case with regard to 
mortgages, and the rule which forbids the imposition of a ‘“‘ clog” 
on the equity of redemption, and the references at p. 245, several of 
them to well-known decisions of the House of Lords, will enable the 
student to follow up for himself this very interesting branch of the 
subject ; while, if he wants a special field for his ingenuity, he can trace, 
through the statement of the authorities given at pp. 244, 2435, the 
extent to which the rules in bankruptcy have been introduced by 
section 10 of the Judicature Act, 1875, into administration and 
winding up. To go further into the matter of a book so well known 
would be superfluous. The present edition seems to include all the 
recent authorities which should be brought to the student's attention, 
or to which the practitioner will ordinarily require to refer. 


Agricultural Improvements. 


THE LAw or COMPENSATION FOR UNEXHAUSTED AGRICULTURAL 
IMPROVEMENTS, AS AMENDED BY THE AGRICULTURAL HOLDINGS 
(ENGLAND) Acts, 1893 To 1900, AND THE ALLOTMENTS AND 
CoTTAGE GARDENS CoMPENSATION FOR Crops Act, 1887. WITH 
THE STATUTES AND Forms. Turrp Epirion. By J. W. Wituis 
Bunp, M.A., LL.B., Barrister-at-Law, and Henry STEPHEN, 
Barrister-at-Law, and of the United States Bar. Butterworth & 
Co. ; Shaw & Sons. 


This work treats in a practical way of the law of compensation for 
agricultural improvements. The statute law is comprised in the 
icultural Holdings Act, 1883, with the extensive alterations intro- 
duced by the Act of 1900, and, after a short explanatory chapter, the 
text of these Acts is given with current explanations. Perhaps one 
of the most important features of the Act of 1900 is its express 
recognition in section 1 (5) of the right of a tenant to claim com- 
tion outside the Acts, a principle which was established under 
the Act of 1883 by Newby v. Eckersley (47 W. R. 245; 1899, 1 Q. B. 
465) and Pearson v. I’ Anson (48 W. R. 152; 1899, 2 Q. B. 618). A 
useful feature of the book is the list which it contains of existing 
customs as to compensation in different localities. The editors 
acknowledge in the preface the help from many land agents which 
have in this connection. The concluding chapter contains a 

set of forms relating to compensation. 





Savings Banks. 


THe Law or Savines Banks: CoMPRISING THE WHOLE STATUTE 
LAW UP TO AND INCLUDING THE AcT OF 1904, AND THE STATUTORY 
REGULATIONS RELATING TO BoTH TRUSTEE AND Post Orricg 
Savines Banks, CoLLATED AND SYSTEMATICALLY ARRANGED, 
TOGETHER WITH NUMEROUS SELECTED AWARDS OF THE REGISTRAR 
OF FRIENDLY SocreTrEs GIVEN BETWEEN THE YEARS 1876 AND 
1903. By J. Y. Warr, Esq., of the National Debt Office. Wirn a 
PREFACE by E. W. Brasrook, Esq., C.B., Barrister-at-Law, late 
Chief Registrar of Friendly Societies. Butterworth & Co. 

This book is, to a large extent, a record of the decisions of a tribunal 
which does not often come into prominence. Under the statutes 
which regulate Trustee and the Post Office Savings Banks the registrar 
of friendly societies is entrusted with jurisdiction to settle disputes 
between depositors and the trustees or the Post Office, and this 
jurisdiction has been extensively exercised. Mr. Watt has digested 
the decisions so given and has shown the principles by which the 
registrar has been guided. Cases, for instance, frequently arise in 
which beneficial interests are claimed in deposits by persons other 
than the nominal depositor, and the registrar has to examine into and 
adjudicate on these conflicting claims. Thus in fe Clutterbuck 
(referred to on p. 82) deposits made by a father in his daughter's 
name were held, in effect, to be subject to reasonable remuneration to 
the daughter for household services. The work contains also a state- 
ment of the numerous statutes relating to savings banks, and the 
text of the statutes, including the Savings Banks Act, 1904, and the 
regulations, are given in the appendix. The work appears to be a full 
and trustworthy guide to the law of savings banks. 


Books Received. 


Pratt and Mackenzie’s Law of Highways: being the Law of High- 
ways, Main Roads, and Bridges. In Two Parts, I.: Law of High- 
ways Independent of Statute. II.: Statutes relating to Highways, 
Main Seok, and Bridges. By Wittiam W. MAcKENZIE, M.A., 
Barrister-at-Law. Fifteenth Edition. Butterworth & Co. ; Shaw & 
Sons. 

The King’s Coroner: being a Complete Collection of the Statutes 
relating to the Office; together with a Short History of the Same. 
By R. HENsLoWE WELLINGTON, Barrister-at-Law, Deputy-Coroner 
for the City and Liberty of Westminster, and South-Western Division 
of the County of London. William Clowes & Sons (Limited). 


The Perversion of Justice by the Criminal Departments of the 
State as Disclosed by the Beck Inquiry, and Alleged in Other Flagrant 
Cases for which Neither Open Inquiry nor Judicial Appeal is Provided ; 
Proving the Crying Need for the Suppression of “‘ Star Chamber” 
Secrecy in all Criminal Proceedings, and for an Open Criminal Court 
of Appeal. By Jonn Kempster. Police Review Office. 











Correspondence. 


Stamp on Statutory Declaration. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. } 


Sir,—A client of ours recently made an advance to B. on his rever- 
sionary interest in some property ; his brother C., who is also entitled 
to a reversionary interest, joined in the security as surety. On com- 
pleting the advance we took a joint statutory declaration from B. and 
C. that they had not incumbered ; A., the mother of B. and C., join- 
ing in the declaration to prove pedigree. ; 

A. and B. declared at the same time, but C., being in the country, 
declared before # different commissioner and on the following day. 

The authorities at first considered that this entitled them to two 
2s. 6d. stamps on the declaration, though we do not know of any 
provision justifying this. The fact that B. and C. have each a separate 
interest in the reversion might justify a claim for two. 

However, on having the document adjudicated, it has been held 
that three 2s. 6d. stamps are necessary. 

If the above is correct we think statutory declarations must often 
be insufficiently stamped. 8. C. & H. 

London, March 6. 

[See observations under ‘‘ Current Topics.” —Ep. S.J. | 





Administration Orders.—Practice. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. | 

Sir,—I have recently had the following point of practice tc deal 
with, and as it is probably of frequent occurrence, I should like to 
know how far other practitioners’ experience agree with my own. 

A testator gave a share of residue to A., his dren or other issue, 
per stirpes. A. went to the colonies long ago, and the executor there- 
fore wants to know whether any, and if any who, of A. and his 
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descendants were alive at the death of the testator. With that object 
he takes out a summons under ord. 55, r. 3 (6), asking for an inquiry 
as to A. and his descendants without administration. The costs of 
this inquiry would normally come out of A.’s sbare (ord. 65, r. 
14). en the summons comes on, the learned judge intimates 
that if at any period of the proceedings it becomes necessary to 
ask the court for an order for the distribution of the share of residue 
in question or for payment of costs thereout, the court would not 
be prepared to make any such order unless the court had ascertained 
in the usual way that the estate was clear. The result is that the 
executor has to take the usual administration drder, though with the 
qualification that only the inquiries as to debts and funeral expenses 
are to be proceeded with except with the leave of the judge in person, 
He takes this order, although he does not really ask for it or want it, 
and the result is that the general costs of the proceedings will be 
payable out of the whole estate, not out of the particular share of 
residue only. The reason given by the court is that if the court does 
not know the estate to be clear, it may, by ordering a distribution 
of property (or what is the same thing, a payment thereout of costs 
not having priority over debts) prejudice absent parties—i.¢., creditors. 
Surely in a case of this kind it ought to be possible to frame an 
order for an inquiry, and subsequently an order for distribution of 
the shares in question, and payment of costs thereout, in such a 
manner as not to prejudice any paramount claim that may exist (even 
if an order in the common form would do so—a point which is per- 
haps not clear). Surely the intention of the framers of the rules of 
court was not to make it ever n to take an administration 
order, however carefully limited, when no person before the court 
wished to adopt this course. Oo. 





Typewritten Memorials. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 


Sir,—In your issue of March 4th, under the heading of ‘‘ Type- 
written Memorials,” you point out that Mr. T. B. Sugden, Registrar of 
Deeds for the West Riding of Yorkshire, has announced his intention 
to refuse to accept typewritten memorials. 

We shall be obliged if you would kindly insert in your paper 
information that Mr. Sugden has withdrawn this notice, and in 
place of it has substituted a notice that typewritten memorials will 
be accepted, provided they are written with indelible black non- 
copying ink, but that any memorials submitted written in fugitive 
colours will be refused. 

We enclose you a copy of the letter we have written to Mr. Sugden 
bearing on the subject. 

Trusting you will find room in your columns for the insertion of 
this information. 

THE Bar-Lock TYPEWRITER Co. (LIMITED), 
W. J. RicHARpDson, 
Managing Director. 


The following is a copy of the letter referred ée :— 
3rd March, 1905. 
Re Typewritten Memorials. 
T. B, Sugden Esq., Registrar, 
West Riding Registry of Deeds, Wakefield. 

Dear Srr,—A copy of your circular letter of the 22nd February has come 
before our notice. 

_We are glad to note that you have taken the matter up of the correct 
kind of ink to use for typewriters where permanent writing is desirable. 
We have often gone out of our vig he draw the attention of solicitors to the 
importance of using the correct kind of ink, and you will no doubt be 
interested in the statement contained on page 36 of the enclosed booklet, 

The Evolution of a Typewriter,” from which you will see that the fol- 
pve tale issued by us for all makes of typewriters are absolutely per- 

ent : 

“Sterling ’”? Black Record. 

“Sterling”? Black Copying Blue. 

“ Sterling ’’ Black Copying Purple. 

We would particularly point out that the word ‘“ Record ”’ does not infer 
bard ribbon is a pay is simply the trade definition, the ink of 

non-copyable in the ordinary copying press, but we guarantee 
our Black Record—i.e. non-copyable ribbon. te be abeolutel 

We think we must remind you that you yourself, when 


Points to be Noted. 


Conveyancing and Equity. 

Conveyance by Lunatic.—The incapacity of a lunatic, so found 
by inquisition, to deal with his property by deed inter vivos is abso- 
lute so long as the inquisition stands unvacated or unsw > 
The ground of the incapacity is to be found in the prerogative of the 
Crown to exercise control over the property of a lunatic so found for 
his protection. Upon the finding of the incapacity of the lunatic 
the property of the lunatic out of his control and comes under 
that of the Crown, although the title to the property is not trans- 
ferred ; and the committee, as representing the Crown, has the rights 
and powers mentioned in section 120 of the L Act, 1890. It 
is apparent, therefore, that if the right of a lunatic so found to deal 
by deed inter vivos with his property during a lucid interval, the 
inquisition remaining in full force, were recognized, there would 
result a conflict of control ‘‘ which would be entirely inconsistent 
‘with the exercise by the committee of those rights of the Crown 
‘which have been delegated to him.’’ The case of a will is different. 
A lunatic may make a valid will during a lucid interval, for no vested 
interests can arise thereunder until the death of the testator, and no 
such conflict of control can arise from the power of a lunatic to 
execute a valid will as would necessarily arise from the recognition 
by the court of any power on the part of a lunatic to deal with his 
property by deed inter vivoes.—RE WALKER (4 LuNATIC so FounnD) 
(1905, 1 Ch. 160), 

Wife’s Covenant to Settle After-acquired Property. — A 
covenant in the usual form, on the part of the wife, in a marriage 
settlement to settle after-acquired preperty does not operate so as to 
entitle the trustees of the settlement to a conveyance to them upon 
the trusts of the settlement of property p by the wife out of 
savings from income paid to her under the settlement. Such income, 
and the property purchased with it, belong to the wife for her own 
benefit — Re CLUuTTERBUCK’s SETTLEMENT, BLOXAM v. CLUTTER- 
BUCK (1905, 1 Ch. 200). 


Election—Compensation.—The following is a curious instance 
of the application of the doctrine of election: A testator, having 
devised and bequeathed his residuary real and personal estate upon 
trust for conversion and distribution among his three children in 
equal shares, declared that an estate of which he was tenant for life 
only, and to which his eldest son was entitled in fee in remainder, 
should be allocated to him as part of his share. This was construed, 
apparently, as a devise by implication of the estate specifically 
aeiienel ; at any rate, the eldest son was put to his election 
whether to claim under the will or against it, making compensation 
in the latter case to the disappointed legatees; and the question was 
raised whether, in assessing the amount of com ion for 
of distribution, the estate referred to should be valued as at the date 
of the testator’s death or of the election. In conformity with the 
principle that ‘‘ election is retrospective, reverting to the time of the 
will” it was held that the amount of compensation was to be ascer- 
tained at the — date—viz., the — < the sores. hee 

roperty not belonging to a testator specifically devised 
Ge w tt oon, ection of the real owner to take agai the 
will necessarily involves an account of rents and profits from the 
testator’s death ; but where, as in the case in question, the result of 
the election is to disappoint other legatees, not of the immediate 
enjoyment of property specifically devised to them, but merely of 
shares of residue such as the testator computed would ultimately be 
distributable among them, it seems open to ent that to allow a 
distribution upon the footing that the value of the estate wrongfully 
devised, assessed as at the date of distribution, be brought into hotch- 
pot, would meet the equities of the case.—RE Hancock, HANcocK v. 
Pawsons (1905, 1 Ch. 16). 

Vendor and Purchaser—Conveyance with Benefit of Right to 
Compensation.—The principle upon which compensation is 
for land injuriously affected by the purchase of land under comp 
powers incorporating the Lands Clauses Consolidation Act, 1845, was 
explained in Mercer v. Li , &c., Railway Co. (1904, A. C. 461), 
noted in this column under date the 28th of January ult. To the 
proposition enunciated by Lord Lindley in that case, that it is not 





permanent. | competent for an owner of land who has received notice to treat to 
‘own Clerk of | deal with any of the land either taken or injuriously affected by the 


Doncaster, always used “‘ Bar-Lock ” indelible copying ribbons. At that | purchasing company so as to increase the burdens of the company as 


time that ribbon was the only indelible copying We have, however, 
since then succeeded in making our ordinary black copying blue and 


black ~ purple indelible, and we suggest that every solicitor should 
a — copying blue ribbons, and for all documents black record 
ns 


Trusting this information may be of service to you, and the solicitors’ 
profession in general, we are, yours faithfully, 
Tue Typrwrirer Co. (Limrep), 
° en, 


regards the com’ ion to be made in respect of it, may now be | 
added as a coro the following J a peel op that under 
such circumstances the landowner, although uded from dealing 
with his property in such a manner as to infri the above rule, is 


not otherwise uded from dealing with it. It is competent for 
him to sell and convey the land to a purchaser and to pass by the 
conveyance any right or claim to compensation in respect of the land 
sold attaching to it in his own hands.—DAwson v. GREAT NORTHERN 





anv City Ramway (1905, 1 K. B, 260), 
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Unauthorized Securities—Belative Rights of Tenant for Life 
and Remainderman.—<As between tenant for life and remainderman 
claiming under trusts of residue contained in a will, itis the rule, in the 
absence of any direction to the contrary contained in the will, to make 
& notional conversion, as from the date of the testator’s death, of all 
unauthorized securities, whether of a wasting character or not, which 
are retained under any power to postpone conversion, and to pay 
interest to the tenant for life at the rate of 3 per cent. per annum 
upon the value of the securities as thus cenieiel. Aclear direction 
that the tenant for life shall enjoy the entire income from such invest- 
ments in specie pending conversion is, of course, perfectly valid.— 
Re CHayTER, CHAYTER v. Horn (1905, 1 Ch. 233). 


Election—Perpetuities.—The failure of an appointment made, 
by will under a limited power, in favour of persons who are not objects 
of the power may necessitate an election on the part of the persons 
claiming in default of appointment. It is, however, contrary to the 
policy of the Jaw that any case of election should arise where an 
appointment fails on the ground of remoteness.—RE OLIVER’S SETTLE- 
MENT, EVERED v. LEIGH (1905,1 Ch. 191); Re BEALE’s SETTLE- 
MENT, BARRETT v. BEALES (1904, 1 Ch. 256). 








Cases of the Week. 


Court of Appeal. 


ORMEROD, GRIERSON, & CO. (LIM.) v. THE ST. GEORGE'S 
TRONWORKS (LIM.). No. 2. 2nd March. 


Practice—Orper ror Inspecrion—Liserty To Make Corres—Ricur To 
Make Corres—R, 8. C. LXV. 27 (18). 


This was an appeal from an order of Joyce, J., which raised a question 
of some importance as to the right of a party to an action who had 
obtained an order for inspection to make copies of the documents. By an 
order in the above action dated the 17th of February, 1903, made upon 
the application of the plaintiffs, the defendants were ordered to make 
affidavits of documents and produce the documents which should by such 
affidavits appear to be in the possession or power of the respective defend- 
ants, the production as to the defendants, the St. George’s Ironworks Co. 
(Limited), to be at the office of their solicitor. The order continued : 
** And the applicants, their solicitors and agents, are to be at liberty to 
inspect and peruse the documents so produced and to take copies and 
abstracts thereof and extracts therefrom as the applicants shall be 
advised.’”’ By a further order dated the 8th of June, 1904, it was 
ordered that the plaintiffs be at liberty at all reasonable times, 
upon reasonable notice to the solicitor for the defendants, the 
St. George’s Ironworks (Limited), to attend with Sir Eustace Piers, 
Bart., the father and duly appointed agent of the plaintiff Charles 
Piggott Piers, at the office of the defendants’ solicitor, ‘to inspect the 
documents disclosed by the said defendants in this action, and to take 
copies and abstracts thereof and extracts therefrom as the applicants shall 
be advised.’’ Sir Eustace Piers attended with a clerk of the plaintiffs’ 
solicitors at the office of the solicitor of the defendants, the St. George’s 
Ironworks Co., and proceeded to make copies there of the documents dis- 
closed. After a time the defendants declined to allow Sir Eustace Piers to 
make any further copies, but offered to supply copies in accordance with 
sub-rule 18 of ord. 65, r. 27. The plaintiffs then applied that the defend- 
ants, the St. George’s Ironworks Co., might be ordered to bring the 
documents disclosed by their affidavit into court. On this application the 
defendants, the St. George’s Ironworks Co., contended that by reason of 
the provisions in sub-rule 18 of rule 27, ord. 65, the plaintiffs on the true 
construction of the order for affidavits and production of the 17th of 
February, 1903, the plaintiffs were only entitled to take copies of docu- 
ments from the defendants but not to make copies except in the 
event of the defendants refusing to supply them. The question 
was argued in chambers before Joyce J., who gave a written judg- 
ment to the effect that the order for affidavit and production was 
in the time-honoured form in use before the Judicature Act and 
since continued. That form of order authorized the person inspect- 
ing to take or make copies or extracts: Pratt v. Pratt (30 W. R. 
837). The only question was whether R.S.C. ord. 65, r. 27 (18), directly 
or indirectly altered the effect of such an order. In his lordship’s opinion 
all the rule did was to provide what the charge was to be, when the 
inspecting party formally (by writing) required a copy or extract to be 
made for him by the other party. He did not see how the rule contended 
for by the respondents could practically be worked, and how was the line 
to be drawn between what the inspecting party might copy and what 
he might not. The result was that the respondents must either 
undertake to allow the applicants to copy as they please or the docu- 
ments must be brought into court (Prestney v. Corporation of Colchester, 
31 W. R. 757, 24 Ch. D. 376), which was the strict course, production at 
the office of the solicitor being in truth an indulgence permitted for the 
convewience and with the assent of the parties or one of them: Brown v. 
Sewell (29 W. R. 295, 16 Ch. D. 517). In accordance with this judgment 
an order was made dated the 8th of February, 1905, that ‘‘ unless the said 
defendants forthwith undertake to allow the applicants, their solicitors and 
agents, to copy the said documents as the —— the said defendants, 
the St. George’s Ironworks (Limited), by the or other proper 


officer, do within ten days from the service hereof produce and leave at 
the Central Office, Royal Courts of Justice, London, the documents men- 





tioned in such affidavit, except such of the documents which they a 
object to produce. And it is ordered that the applicants and the sai 
defendants and their solicitors and agents are to be at liberty to inspect 
and peruse the documents so produced and left, and to take copies and 
abstracts thereof and extracts therefrom asthey may be advised.’’ Liberty 
was given to the St. George’s Ironworks Co. to appeal. The St. George’s 
Ironworks Co. appealed. cy 

Tue Court (VaveHAN Wiuiams and Sririinc, L.JJ.) dismissed the 
appeal. 

_—— Wituuass, L.J.—I do not think that it was contended that 
under the practice of the courts before the Judicature Acts an order in the 
form that we have here would not have given the person who had obtained 
the order the right to make copies of documents himself if he thought fit. 
But it is said that that effect of the old form of order has been taken away 
by the words of sub-rule 18 of rule 27 of order 65. The argument is that 
the word ‘‘ take’ in sub-rule 18 is used in the sense of obtaining copies 
from the other side, and it is said that it was intended by this rule to take 
away the old right to make copies of documents upon production and 
inspection. In the first place it seems to me plain that the words “ take 
copies ’’ are frequently used in legal documents to cover the case of a copy 
being made by the party inspecting as distinguished from the case of his 
getting a copy from the other side. A good deal of reference has been 
made to the case of Mutter v. Eastern and Midland Railway Co. (36 W. R. 
401, 38 Ch. D. 92). Now, that case is an illustration of the fact 
that the word ‘“‘take’’ is used in the sense of making copies because 
it is so used both in the judgment of Chitty, J., and of Lindley, 
L.J., who delivered the judgment of the Court of Appeal. It is 
plain, therefore, that the word “‘take’’ can be used in the sense of 
making copies by the party who has obtained inspection, though in sub-rule 
18 it is otherwise. Then it is said that though the right of inspection wiil 
in general give a right to take copies, that right is negatived, because in the 
case of Re Balaghdt Gold Mining Co. (Limited) (49 W. R. 625 ; 1901, 2K. B, 
665), in wnich a right of inspection was given by Act of Parliament, the 
court held that the only right of taking copies was that which was given by 
the statute, that is the right of being furnished with a copy, and 
it is argued that we ought to say here that, because sub-rule 
18 enables the party inspecting to get a copy ata price, that negatives the 
ordinary inference that a party who has the right to inspect has also the 
right to take copies, because ordinarily speaking that is necessary to the 
full enjoyment of the right of inspection. The distinction between the 
case of Re Balaghét Gold Mining Co. and that of Mutter v. Eastern and 
Midland Railway is that in both these cases the right of inspection was 
statutory, and in each you had to look at the statute to see whether the right 
to take copies was consequential upon the right of inspection, In my 
judgment neither of these cases assists us in the part of this case which [ 
am now dealing with. When once you have ascertained that the word 
“‘take’’ covers the case of a person making copies for himself the only 
question that remains to be decided is whether there is anything either in 
the Judicature Acts or in these rules which are made under them, which 
onght to lead us to the conclusion that it was intended that in future the 
sole right should be the right to procure copies from the other side. I 
cannot find anything to lead us to that conclusion. Some argument was 
based on the inconvenience that making copies would cause in solicitors’ 
offices, but that is not sufficient to make us depart from the settled practice, 
The remedy to this inconvenience has been pointed out by Joyce, J.— 
namely, to bring the documents into court. I am of opinion that his 
judgment is quite right, and that this appeal must be dismissed with costs. 

Srnec, L.J., delivered judgment to the same effect.—CovnszL, 
Danckwerts, K.C., and Bathurst ; Cassel. Soxicrrors, Robert Kent ; Lewis § 
Lewis. 

[Reported by J. I. Srinuine, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 





High Court—Chancery Division. 


YOUNG v. NAVAL AND MILITARY AND CIVIL SERVICE CO-OPERATIVE: 
SOCIETY OF SOUTH AFRICA (LIM.). Farwell, J. 16th and 
2ist Feb. 


Company—D1recTors—REMUNERATION—TRAVELLING AND Hote, ExPrenszs’ 
—ArrTenDING Boarp Mertincs—Reso.vutions oF Dirrectorns—REIMBURSE- 
MENT IntER Se—AnrticLes oF ASSOCIATION OF ComMpANY—AUTHORITIES. 


This was an action before Farwell, J., sitting as an additional judge of 
the King’s Bench Division, and was brought by the plaintiff as a director 
of the defendant company, the question being raised whether 4 
director who, in his capacity as director, had always received a fixed 
remuneration for his services, was entitled to the expenses which he had 
incurred in travelling to and fro to attend the board meetings of the com- 
pany. The company was incorporated in the year 1902, and on the 25th 
of April, 1902, the plaintiff was appointed one of its directors. On the 
13th of May, 1902, a board meeting was held at which the plaintiff 
and four other directors were present, and amongst various resolutions 
passed was the following: ‘‘(16) That all reasonable travelling 
expenses be reimbursed to the directors from time to time.’’ The 
articles of association of the company provided—viz., by article 91, 
for the payment of £200 per annum to each director “‘by way of 
remuneration for his services.’’ Article 92 provided for special remunera- 
tion for directors rendering special services or making special exertions 
in going abroad or otherwise for the p s of the company. Article 
93 was the usual one for authorizing the ctors to exercise the general 
powers of the company. By article 105 directors were forbidden to vote 
on matters in which they were interested, and article 161 provided that 
every director, manager, secretary, and other officer or servant of the 
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company should be indemnified against, and it should be the duty of the 
directors, out of the funds of the company, to pay all costs, losses, and 
mses Which any such officer or servant might incur or become liable 
to by reason of any contract entered into or act or deed done by him as 
such officer or servant, or in any way in the discharge of his duties. The 
Jaintiff, while he was director of the company, was living at Totnes, and 
he was present at several board meetings, and was paid out of the com- 
y’s funds, on each occasion, his travelling expenses to and from 
Fenton and his hotel bills whilst in London. Nineteen receipts were 
produced by him, all signed, some of them containing details on 
the back—e.g., one for the 25th of October was endorsed ‘‘ Return fare 
to and from Totnes, £2 18s. 4d.; cab hire to and from station, 3s. 6d. ; 
hotel charges, 19s. 8d.’’ The plaintiff claimed a balance of directors fees, 
and a small sum for unpaid travelling expenses. The defendant company 
counterclaimed repayment of a larger sum paid to the plaintiff while he 
was a director for travelling and hotel expenses, and also claimed from 
him payment of travelling expenses paid out of the company’s funds 
while he was a director to two other directors. After the hearing. on the 
16th of February the court reserved judgment. Cur. adv. vult. 

Feb. 21.—Farwe tt, J., in a considered judgment, after stating the facts 
of the case, which are set out above, and stating that there was no imputa- 
tion against the plaintiff, nor any suggestion that these journeys were un- 
necessarily incurred, on account of his living so far trom London, con- 
tinued, ‘‘ nor is it contended that such payments as were made are ultra 
vires the company ; but it is said by the company that they are payments 
which cannot properly be allowed to be made by directors to themselves. . . 
In my opinion the law on the subject is plain.”” Directors have no “‘ right 
to be paid for their services, and cannot pay themselves or each other, or 
make presents to themselves out of the company’s assets, unless authorized 
so to do by the instrument which regulates the company or by the 
shareholders at a properly convened meeting’’; Re George Newman & Co. 
(39 Soticrrors’ JourNAL, 340, 346, 43 W. R. 483 ; 1895, 1 Ch. 674, on p. 686). 
But directors being both agents and trustees for the company, are entitled 
to be indemnified by the company against all losses and expenses 
properly sustained and incurred by them in the due performance of their 
office. They are both trustees and agents—trustees of the company’s 
property with the liabilities of trustees in respect thereof—Re Lands 
Allotment Co. (38 Soxicrrors’ Journat 129, 235, 42..W. R. 404; 1894, 1 Ch. 
616, 631)—and agents in the transactions which they enter into on behalf 
of the company: Great Eastern Railway v. Turner (16 Soxicrtors’ JouRNAL, 
768, 20 W. R. 736, 8 Ch. App. 149, on p. 152). Their right to indemnity 
arises by the implication of a contract from the-relation between themselves 
and the company, and therefore depends on the particnlar relation existing, 
for different contracts are implied from different relations. ‘Thus an unpaid 
trustee is entitled to complete indemnity for all proper expenses incurred 
by him in the execution of his trust, and I have no doubt of the 
correctness of the statement in Lewin on Trusts (11th ed.), p. 771, that a 
trustee will be entitled to be reimbursed his travelling expenses provided 
they are properly incurred, although the cases cited m the note are not 
cases of trustees in the usual signification of that term. [His lordship 
cited the case of Marshall v. Parsons (9 C. & P.) on the question of paid 
agency, and Lord Cranworth’s, then Baron Rolfe, remarks and directions 
to the jury.] I ask myself, then, if remuneration to a director for his 
services does or does not include his travelling expenses to and from the 
board-room, and I am of opinion that it does. It is the chief part of the 
ordinary business of a director to attend board meetings. Directors as 
a rule do not reside at the registered office of the company, where board 
meetings are held. The director is paid a fixed sum for attending and 
advising with his co-directors. His expense in getting there is included 
in his salary, because it is necessarily incident to the duty undertaken by 
him that he should be in that particular place. e cannot perform his 
obligations without attending, and such attendance being necessary for, is 
paid by the remuneration for such work. The banker, merchant, or 
solicitor who employs managers or clerks to work for salanes at his bank 
or offices does not thereby fall under any implied liability to reimburse 
them their travelling expenses to and from such offices. The reasons I 
have given for holding travelling expenses included in the remuneration 
apply with even greater force to the hotel expenses. I can see no ground 
whatever on which they can be successfully claimed. The foregoing 
observations apply, of course, only to the case before me, of travelling 
and hotel expenses to attend board meetings, and have nothing to do with 
similar expenses incurred on special occasions for special purposes. 
With regard to the rest I am clearly of opinion the case is covered by the 
decision in the Court of Appeal in Cullerne v. London Suburban, §¢., Building 
Society (34 Soricrrons’ Journau, 674, 39 W. R. 88, 25 Q. B. D. 485), and 
that the plaintiff is not liable. The result is the plaintiff recovers in the 
action £37 14s. 4d. and the defendants recover on the counterclaim 
£124 2s, Judgment will be entered for the defendants for £86 7s. 8d., and 
the plaintiff will have the costs of the action on the High Court scale, and 
the defendants’ costs of the counterclaim with set-off.—CovunseL, 4. C. 
Clauson ; Upjohn, K.C., W. H. Cozens-Hardy, and Park-Goff. Soxicrtors, 
8. J. R. Stammers ; Cox § Lafone. 

{Reported by A. R. Tayxour, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 


Re JOHN MORTIMER (DECEASED. GRAY v. GRAY. Farwell, J. 
28th Feb. ; 3rd March. 
Witt—Consrrvuction—Ruie Acarinst Perpervrry —Cy-prits—Inrropuc- 
T1I0N OF ConTINGENT LimiraTIoNs—GENERAL AND Panrricu.Lar INTENT. 

Summons, A testator, John Mortimer, by a will made in 1871, devised 
real estate valued at £130,000, and known as the Pippingford Park Estate, 
to the use of Frederick Gray for life, then to his first and every other son 
successively for his life, and immediately after the decease of each such son 
respectively, to the use of the first and every other son of that son succes- 


sively according to seniority in tail male ; remainder to the —— of 
each of the sons of Frederick Gray as tenants in common in tail cross- 
remainders ; remainder to the daughters of Frederick Gray upon like 
limitations; remainder to Frederick Gray in fee. It will be noticed 
that these limitations left out sons’ sons’ daughters altogether. Frederick 
Gray died on the 8th of November, 1903, without issue. The question 
raised by the summons was whether, upon the death of Frederick Gray with- 
out issue, the ultimate limitation to Frederick Gray in fee took effect, 
or whether the Pippingford Park Estate then devolved on the heir-at-law 
of the testator. For the executors of Frederick Gray it was admitted that 
the limitations interposed between the gift to Frederick Gray for life and 
the gift to him in fee offended against the rule against tuities and 
were bad. But it was argued that the doctrine of cy-pres applied in this 
case and that, the interposed limitations being thereby made good, the 
ultimate remainder to Frederick Gray in fee took effect. The limitations 
proposed to be inserted in application of the doctrine of cy-prés, in place of 
the void limitations contained in the will, were as follows: To Frederick 
Gray for life, remainder to each of his sons in tail male, remainder if there 
be no issue of sons except daughters and issue of daughters, to each of his 
sons in tail general, remainder to the daughters of Frederick Gray as 
tenants in tail in common with cross-remainders, remainder to 
Frederick Gray in fee. It was said that these limitations introduced 
only the same persons as were provided for by the will, rae out 
the female issue of sons’ sons of Frederick Gray, as was there done. 
This series of limitations was objected to as containing a contingent 
remainder. In support of them it was argued that it was permissible to 
put in any limitations allowed by law which would have the effect of 
carrying out the intentions of the testator. If you could do this by any 
means so as to preserve the classes defined for inclusion or exclusion 
the testator, the doctrine of cy-prés would apply. In Nicholl v. Nicholl (2 
W1. Bl. 1159) a terminable estate tail was introduced to conform to the 
general intentions of the testator. So in this case a contingent remainder 
would be applicable: Parkin v. Cresswell (24 Ch. D. 102). But if con- 
tingent remainders were inadmissible, this, it was argued, was not fatal to 
the application of the doctrine of cy-prés here. Lord St. in 
Monypenny v. Dering (2 De G. M. & G. 145) approved the cases of 
Pitt v. Jackson (2 Bro. C. C. 51) and Vanderplank v. King (3 Hare 
1), where the limitations substituted for those in the will ught 
in persons not provided for by the testator. Lord St. Leonards says 
that the general intent is to be preserved, but the particular intent 
being already void at law, it is no sacrifice of the particular intent to 
preserve the general intent by departing from the exact lines laid down by 
the testator. The dictum of Swinfen Eady, J., in the case of in Re Rising 
(1904, 1 Ch. 535, 52 W. R.Dig. 47), that the object of giving effect to the 
general intent must not be gained at the expense of the particuiar intent, 
may be similarly explained. In fact the doctrine of cy-prés may be used to 
put in a new line starting from the first tenant for life : Hampton v. Holman 
(25 W. R. 459, 5 Ch. D. 185). The so-called doctrine is merely a rule of 
construction to be applied by the court as the circumstances of each case 
dictate, and may be — new applications as needed: Humberston v. 
Humberston (1 P. W. 332). For the next-of-kin of the testator it was 
submitted that the doctrine of cy-pr’s was not applicable to the present 
case : (1) The doctrine had never been applied to make good an ultimate 
limitation following other limitations which werevoid for perpetuity. Itcould 
only beused to make good intermediate limitations in favour of persons who 
were express objects of the testator’s charity. (2) One of the limitations pro- 
posed—namely, the contingent estate in tail general to the sons of Frederick 
Gray, had no analogy in past cases. If an estate tail could not be found 
to meet the case and to give the estate to those persons introduced by the 
testator, and those persons only, then the doctrine of ey-prés must not be 
applied. in contravention of the intentions expressed in the will. Buckley, 
J., had laid it down that when there was a direction hopelessly incon- 
sistent with an estate tail, you must not, by cy-prés, create an estate tail : 
Re Rechardson (52 W. R. 119; 1904, 1 Ch. 332). (3) The limitations pro- 
posed did not, as a matter of fact, even including the contingent limitation 
proposed, give the property as directed in the will either as to persons or 
quantity of estate. It could be shewn that no legal limitations could be 
invented which would have the desired effect of excluding the class of 
sons’ sons’ daughters and no others. 

FarweE 1, J., in giving judgment, said: This is a question of an old 
doctrine of real property law. Lord Romilly has said that the doctrine of 
cy-pres ought not to be extended, and in my rim this is a new case 
beyond the scope of the reported decisions. am invited to extend its 
application, but I do not feel at liberty todoso. I should be glad if it 
could be done, but I do not see how I can do it. My own view agrees 
with that of Sir George Jessel in thinking that cy-prés is an unfortunate 
word. Itis really a mere question of construction. As is laid down in 
Martelli and Holloway (5 H. L. 532), any construction which avoids per- 
petuity is to be preferred. I then have to see what is the fair construction 
of the will and to construe it as an estate tail if I can. I agree with Lord 
St. Leonards in Monypenny v. Dermg, that you strike out the particular 
intent if it is contrary to the rule i tuities, because 
it is by force of law already void. [The } judge had pre- 
viously said that by the particular intent was meant the quentwm of 
estate given to the various classes of .| The doctrine 1s 





set out in Gray on Perpetuities. You cannot by im ion nor by altera- 
tion carry over the property to classes not provided for in the will. There 
may be, perhaps, as was 8' to me, a difference between express and 
accidental o ions. But here a class—the daughters of sons’ sons— 
is omitted and, I must hold, intentionally. The ingenious contingent 
limitations introduced in the proposed draft do not as yet hold water by 
including and excluding the classes of But even if they 
did, the court has never done anything of this it merely inserts an 
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estate tail. This contingent limitation in the middle is too much for me, 
a judge of first instance. I must follow Monypenny v. Dereing and Re 
Richardson. If this point had been all right I think that the fact of all 
these limitations having slipped out would make no difference and that the 
doctrine of ey-prés could be applied to make good an ultimate remainder in 
~~ of vagueness in the class benefited.—Co unset; Haldane, K C., and 

- J. Parker ; Butcher, K.C., and A. 8. Spencer ; Upjohn, K.C., and Wurtz- 
burg ; Jenkins, K.C., and Errington. Soxicrrors, Wade § Lyall: Langham & 
Swift ; Peacock §& Goddard; A. F. § W. R. Tweedie. 

[Reported by C. H. Canpen Noan, Eaq., Barrister-at-Law. 


Re LONDON PRESSED HINGE CO, (LIM.). CAMPBELL v. THE 
COMPANY. Buckley, J. 3rd and 4th March. 


Comrany—Depentures—Fioatinc Secvritry—No Parrvcrpat or INTEREST 
Dve—J roraRDY—ReEcEIVER—JUDGMENT CREDITOR. 


Motion. This wasa motion in a debenture-holders’ action. The deben- 
tures were a floating security upon the undertaking and all the property, 
present and future, of the company. Nothing was due under them either 
for principal or interest. A creditor, however, had issued a writ against 
the company, and had signed judgment, and was in a position to levy 
execution. Under these circumstances the plaintiffs moved the court fora 
receiver and manager of all the property comprised in the debentures, and 
to manage the business upon the ground that their security was in 
jeopardy. The company did not oppose the application. It was, how- 
ever, opposed by the judgment creditor, who had appeared upon the 
motion at his lordship’s suggestion. 

Bucxtey, J.—The effect of the appointment of a receiver will be that the 
company can no longer pay the creditor to whom money is now due in 

erence to the debenture-holder to whom nothing is at present due. 
ere are many cases where the undertaking of a limited company is so 
loaded with debentures that the profits are barely sufficient or not 
sufficient to keep down the debenture interest, and it is substantially 
carried on for the benefit of the debenture-holders who have a floating charge 
over it. In such a state of facts money is lent or goods are consigned to 
the company whereby a debt becomes due to the creditor. And then a 
receiver is appointed and the expectation of the creditor of being paid is 
intercepted. I regret to be driven to the conclusion that, as the law 
stands, these are the rights of a debenture-holder. The execution creditor 
takes subject to all equities, and the sheriff cannot by seizing on behalf of 
the creditors get rid of the rights of the debenture-holders: Re Standard 
Manufacturing Co. (35 Soxicrrors’ Jovrnat 258, 39 W. R. 369); 
1891, 1 Ch. 627), Re Opera (Limited) (39 W. R. 705; 1891, 3 Ch. 260). The 
execution creditor has only the benefit of the equity of redemption subject 
to the debentures: Davey § (Co. v. Williamson § Sons (42 Soxicrrors’ 
JouRnay 525, 46 W. R. 571; 1898, 2 Q. B. 194), Sumultaneous Colour Printing 
Syndicate v. Foweraker (1901, 1 K. B. 771). The appointment of a receiver 
does not, as between the judgment creditor and the debenture-holder, 
take away any of the rights of the former, but only his expectation of 
being paid by the company in the ordinary course of business, and he 
ot, upon the cases, complain when the debenture-holder takes steps 
put an end to the authority given by them to the company so to pay 
him. The appointment of a receiver in this case may be a matter of 
i but as the rights of the judgment creditor are not affected by 
it, except as above-mentioned, I see no reason why the appointment 
should not be made. The danger to the security by an expected execution 
is a good reason for it (Wildy v. Mid-Hants Raiiway, 16 W. R. 409), and is 
ial, as mere consent by the mortgagor is not sufficient: MacMahon v. 
North Kent Ironworks (35 Soxicrrors’ Jovrnat 298, 39 W. R. 349; 1891, 2 
Ch. 148), Bdwards v. Standard Rolling Stock Syndicate (37 Sowtcrrors’ 
JovknaL 132, 41 W. R. 343; 1893, 1 Ch. 574). I make the order fora 
receiver.—CounseL, Buckmaster, K.C., and A. Chitty; Schwann; Talbot 
Crossfield. Soricrtors, Ward, Perks, § McKay; A. R. Gilman, for Lucas, 

Hutchinson, & Meek, Middlesbrough. 

Reported by Nevitte Teesvtt, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 


4 


! 


High Court of Justice—King’s Bench Division. 
CATCHPOLE & CO. v. IPSWICH JUSTICES. Div. Court. 28th Feb. 


Licensisc—RexewaL cnper Conpition—Wrxe AND Berrnouse Act, 1869, 
ss. 8, 19—Licensrxc Act, 1904, 5s. 9, suB-sEcTIONS 2 AND 3. 

Ez parte motion for a rule nisi on the grounds that the licensing 
justices of Ipswich, whilst renewing the licence of the applicant, instructed 
the clerk to retain the licence until the applicant entered into an under- 

that no intoxicating liquor should be sold either on or off the 
unless such intoxicating liquor be paid for by the consumer on 

the sale to him or her. Counsel expiained to the court that the Boiler- 
makers’ Arms, the house in respect to which the renewal was required, 
was a beerhouse within the meaning of section 19 of the Wine and Beer- 
house 1869—that is to say, a licence in respect of the house was in 
force on the 1st of May, 1869, and the licence had been annually renewed. 
There was no cause of complaint against the licensee. The undertaking 
required was extremely onerous, because it prevented the licensee from 
executing orders given by private customers, who would require bottled 
beer and wine to be sent to their houses, and would resent paying cash at 
the public-house before the order could be executed. This undertaking 
had not been imposed upon any other house in Ipswich, and in fact was 
aye d in the nature of an experiment, in order that the justices might 
test powers under the new Act. Counsel submitted that there was 
no legal power to impose an undertaking upon any licensee without his 
, and certainly not upon a licensee who came within the provisions 

of the 1869 Act. By section 1 of the Licensing Act, 1904, justices of the 





licensing district have no power to refuse to renew licences except on 
specified grounds, of which the only material ground here is “‘ that the 
licensed premises have been ill-conducted.”” Now, by section 9, sub. 
section 2, ‘‘ the justices shall be deemed to have refused the licence on the 
ground that the premises have been ill-conducted”’ if, as a matter of fact, 
they refuse ‘‘on the ground that the holder of the licence has failed to 
fulfil any reasonable undertaking given to the justices on the grant or 
renewal of the licence provided that where the justices on an 
application for the renewal of an existing on-licence ask the licence-holder 
to give an undertaking as aforesaid, they shall adjourn the hearing of the 
application and cause notice of the required undertaking to be served upon 
the registered owner of the premises and give him an opportunity.’’ On 
the words of that sub-section no power is given to the licensing justices to 
impose an undertaking without consent. But, in any case, by sub-section 
3 of the same section, ‘‘ The grounds mentioned in section 8 of the Wine 
and Beerhouse Act, 1869, s be substituted for the grounds mentioned 
in this Act as the grounds on which the power to refuse the renewal of an 
existing licence is reserved to the justices of the licensing district.” 
Therefore the grounds referred to in section 1, as interpreted by section 9, 
sub-section 2, of the 1904 Act, do not apply here. But the grounds 
mentioned in section 8 of the 1869 Act are (1) that the applicant has failed 
to produce evidence of good character; (2) that the house - isofa 
disorderly character; (3) that the applicant having previously held a 
licence . . . the same has been forfeited for his misconduct ; 
(4) that the applicant . is not duly qualified by law. 

Tre Court (Dartine and Jetr, JJ.): You can have a rule.—Covnsn1, 
Low, K.C. Soxicrrors, Field, Roscoe, § Co. 

[Reported by Maurice N. Drvcquer, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 


Re ELECTION OF AUDITORS FOR THE BOROUGH OF CHELTENHAM. 
Ex parte GALE, Div. Court. 7th March. 


Execrion Law—Mvnicrat Evection—Avupitor—Exrensk INcuRRED By 
Canpipate —InLecaL Pracrice—Reiier —Municrpat Evecrions (Corrvupr 
AND Intecat Practices) Acr, 1884, s. 5—Municrra, Corporations Act, 
1882, s. 7 (1). 

This was an application for relief on behalf of James Alfred Gale under 
the Municipal Elections (Corrupt and Illegal Practices) Act, 1884. The 
applicant was one of the three candidates for the post of paid auditor for 
the borough of Cheltenham. In the course of his candidature he had had 
printed two sets of postcards, one of which stated his qualifications for 
the office and asking for the addressee’s vote and support; the other 
stating merely that he was a candidate and when and where the poll 
would be held. Some 500 postcards out of the 2,500 printed 
had been sent out when it came to his knowledge that under 
section 5 of the Act of 1884 no expense whatever could legally be 
incurred by any person seeking the office of auditor. Mr. Gale imme- 
diately discontinued sending out any more postcards, and applied to this 
court on the 3rd inst. for relief. When that application was made it was 
not known whether he was one of the two successful candidates or not, 
and the court directed that the application should be postponed, and 
notice given, if needs be, to the defeated candidate. When the result of the 
poll was known, Mr. Gale headed the list with 264 votes, the other candi- 
dates polling 205 and 204 votes respectively. On the 7th inst. the application 
for relief was renewed, counsel stating that due notice had been served on 
the other two candidates and on the returning officer. Mr. Albert W. 
King, who appeared in person, said he was the candidate who had been 
returned with 205 votes. He objected to Mr. Gale’s return, and had pro- 
tested to that effect to the returning officer. He had also warned 
Mr. Gale that he was not allowed by statute to spend a penny on 
the election. He had made this warning before he saw the cards, 
but he would not swear that this warning was given Mr. Gale before 
the cards had been printed. He pressed the court to declare Mr. 
Gale’s election void. Mr. George Bradford, the third candidate, who also 
was not represented by counsel, said he was a burgess of the borough of 
Cheltenham and had filled the office of poor law guardian. Mr. Gale had 
been the registration agent for the borough for several years, and there- 
fore should be deemed to know the law on this point. Lately there had 
been a deal of laxity over municipal elections in that borough, and 
it was felt that it was time this should be stopped. He objected to Mr. 
Gale’s return also on general public grounds. 

Lawrance, J., in giving judgment, said the worst fault made against 
Mr. Gale by the objectors was that he had been a registration agent and 
ought to have known the law, but he had sworn in his affidavit that he was 
not aware at the time the postcards were printed and issued that a candi- 
date for the office of borough auditor was in a different position to a 
councillor, and although bound to makea return nevertheless was not per- 
mitted to incur any yor sg whatsoever. He thought Mr. Gale had gone 
very near the line in what he had done, and unless the relief he asked was 

nted it would seem that he had rendered himself liable to penalties. 

n his opinion, however, Mr. Gale should be granted the relief he asked 

for. 

Kexnepy, J., concurred, saying that he did so because the objectors 

were not prepared to give evidence on oath that Nr. Gale’s attention was 

called to the provisions of the statute before he had issued the cards in 
question. He thought under these circumstances he was entitled to relief, 
especially as the cards he had sent out were more or less of a harmless 
character. Order accordingly.—-Counset, David. Soiscrrons, W. HH. 
Martin & Co., for Heath & Eckersall, Cheltenham. 
[Reported by Exsxinn Rei, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 


*,* In the case of Maguire v. Mayor of Liverpool (ante, p. 296) the appeal 





was allowed, not “‘ dismissed,’’ as stated in the report. 





905. 


Kcept on 
that the 

9, sub. 
e on the 
t of fact, 
failed to 
grant or 
$ on an 
e- holder 
g of the 


)- section 
he Wine 
antioned 
al of an 
istrict.” 
action 9, 
grounds 
as failed 

is of a 

held a 


OUNSEL, 


NHAM. 


RED BY 
ORKRUPT 
ns Act, 


> under 
The 
itor for 
iad had 
ons for 
» other 
1e poll 
printed 
under 
ully be 
imme- 
to this 
it was 
or not, 
d, and 
| of the 
candi- 
ication 
ved on 
ert W. 
1 been 
d pro- 
warned 
ny on 
cards, 
before 
e Mr. 
10 also 
ugh of 
le had 
there- 
e had 
1, and 
to Mr. 


gainst 
it and 
he was 
candi- 
u to a 
yt per- 
l g! me 
d was 
alties. 
asked 


ectors 
nh was 
rds in 
relief, 
miess 
. Be 


ppeal 


March 11, 1905. 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


[Vol. 49.| 335 








Law Societies. 


Chester and North Wales Incorporated Law 
Society. 

The twenty-fourth annual general meeting of this society was held at 
the Town Hall, Chester, on the 27th ult., Mr. :Charles P. Douglas 
(Chester), president, in the chair. 

The report of the committee and the treasurer’s accounts for the past 
year were received and adopted. 

The prize for articled clerks founded by Mr. John Allipgton Hughes 
when president of the society in 1891-2 was presented by the president to 
Mr. Walter Owen Jones, B.A. (Wales), who served his articles with Mr. 
W. R. Evans, of Wrexham and Ruthin, and who was placed first in order 
of merit in the first class in the Honours Examination held in November 
last, and was bracketed equal with Mr. H. F. Madders, LL.B. (London), 
for the Scott Scholarship. 

The following officers of the society were unanimously elected for the 
ensuing year: Mr. Charles P. Douglas re-elected president, Mr. H. A. 
Cope, of Holywell, elected vice-president, Mr. F. B. Mason, of Chester, 
re-elected hon. treasurer, and Mr. R. Farmer, of Chester, re-elected hon. 


secretary. 

The following gentlemen are the committee for the year: Messrs. T. 
Bury, Wrexham ; E. W. Johnson, Llandudno ; Chas. A. Jones, Carnarvon ; 
0. H. Pedley, Crewe; L. Lil. John, Corweu; and C. P. Smith, 8. J. R. 
Dickson, H. G. Hope, and H. D. Jolliffe, all of Chester. 

—- E. 8. Giles and N. A. E. Way, both of Chester, were re-elected 
auditors. 

The annual dinner was held at the Blossoms Hotel, Chester, after the 
meeting. ‘Ihe President of the Incorporated Law Society of Liverpool 
and the Sheriff of Chester were present as the guests of the society. . 


The following are extracts from the report of the committee :— 

Members.—The society now numbers 186 members.. Seven barristers 
subscribe to the library. 

Police Court Prosecutions by Police.—Upon inquiry your committee ascer- 
tained that the general practice throughout the society’s district is that the 
chief constable is given a discretion to employ a solicitor in important 
cases, and that in unimportant cases prosecutions are conducted by the 

lice. After consideration of two opinions of Sir H. B. Poland, Kt., 


<.C., obtained by the Associated Provincial Law Societies in the year 1890, 
it did not appear that your committee could take any effective action in the 
matter 


Licensing Act, 1904.—The Bill which has since become the Licensing Act, 
1904, received careful attention and all the Members of Parliament in the 
society’s district were requested to support amendments put forward by the 
Law Society. An amendment intended to give solicitors a right of audience 
before the committee of quarter sessions, to be appointed under section 5, 
was rejected, it being left to each quarter sessions to frame rules of procedure, 
to be approved by the Secretary of State. Your committee thereupon 
endeavoured to secure that the rules for each quarter sessions within the 
society’s district should give solicitors the right of audience before the 
licensing committee. They ascertained that in Carnarvonshire, Anglesey, 
and Merionethshire solicitors have always had the right of audience at 
quarter sessions. In Cheshire they have reason to believe the rules have been 
framed so as to give the right of audience beforethe licensing committee, but 
they regret to state that in Montgomeryshire and Flintshire the rules pro- 
vide that such right of audience shall be allowed only when there are not 
four members of the bar present. Ata special meeting of the Associated 
Provincial Law Societies, held in November last, to consider this question, 
the following resolution, proposed by Mr. Norton (Manchester), seconded 
by Mr. Morton (Liverpool), and supported by your president, was passed : 
“That the secretary, on behalf of this meeting, Ke requested to com- 
municate with the Secretary of State for the Home oa nrging 
that this right of audience be provided for either in the rules to be fram 
by that department, under section 6, or in the rules be framed by quarter 
sessions, which latter rules are subject to approval by the Home Office.”’ 

Coronership of South Carnarvonshire.—Following precedent, your president, 
when a vacancy recently occurred, wrote to the county council urging the 
appointment of a solicitor rather than a medical man. Your committee 
are glad to record that Mr. O. Robyns Owen, of Pwllheli, a member of the 
society, has been appointed. 


The Birmingham Law Society. 


The following are extracts from the report of the committee : 

Members. —Your committee have to report that the number of members 
as compared with last year shews an increase of six. Seventeen new 
members have been elected, four have resigned, four have ceased to be 
members by reason of non-payment of subscriptions, and four haverdied ; 
the number now on the register is 363 ; twenty-four barristers have during 
the year subscribed for the privilege of using the library. 

Law Classes.—The numbers attending these classes shew an increase on 
last year, fifty-four students having joined the classes in the course of the 
year as compared with forty-nine last year. Your committee have re- 
pee Mr. Pearson as reader for the ensuing session, and they have 

received an intimation from the Council of the Law Society that the 
annual grant of £100 hitherto made to the Law Lecture Fund the 
Council will be continued for 1905. The following shews the number of 
students who joined during the past year, and their a attendance : 
Senior—lst term 21, 14°9; 2nd term 27, 19°5; 3rd term 28, 18°54, Junior 
—Ist term 20, 17°5 ; 2nd term 19, 13°6 ; 3rd term 20, 14°27, 





Licensing Act, 1904.—This Act Gaenting the Licensing Acts, 1828 to 
1902) came into force on the Ist of January last. By it part of the juris- 
diction of licensing justices transferred to li committees 
of quarter sessions. This has the important point of solicitors’ 
right to audience. Attempts made in Parliament to the right of 
audience of solicitors before these committees failed, but the Act (section 
5) enables quarter sessions to make rules to be approved by the Secretary 
of State dealing with the procedure of these committees. Your committee 
have communicated with the clerks of the peace for Warwickshire, 
Staffordshire, and Worcestershire, and have asked that the drafts of these 
rules might be submitted to them for their consideration. The draft rules 
for Warwickshire and Staffordshire have been submitted, and your com- 
mittee are glad to report that they provide for the audience of solicitors. 
In the draft rules for Worcestershire the right of audience is not, except 
in certain cases, provided for, and your committee have asked to be allowed 
to send a deputation to express their views. So far as Birmingham and 
other county boroughs are concerned it does not appear that the 
audience of solicitors is adversely affected as the whole body of justices is 
substituted for the Licensing Committee of Quarter Sessions. 

Rule Committee.—During the year your committee have supported the 
Associated Provincial Law Societies in an attempt to alter the constitution 
of the Rule Committee. It was suggested that a solicitor—not necessarily, 
as at present, the President of the Law Society—might be appointed on 
the nomination of the Council of the Law Society for a definite period, and 
that a second representative selected to a mer, the provincial societies 
ought to be added to the committee. The Chancellor met a deputa- 
tion on the subject and ae himself as generally favourable to the 
pm but pointed out legislation would be requisite in order to 

ive effect to it. 

Land Transfer. —Rumours ha’ found expression in the press recently 
that attempts may be made next to extend to the provinces the 
compulsory provisions of the Land Transfer Act, 1897, the Yorkshire 
Union of Law Societies convened a conference of provincial solicitors at 
Derby on the 9th of December last. Notices of this meeting were 
sent by your committee not only to all members of this society, but 
also to all practi solicitors in the district. The meeting was 
largely attended, and the views expressed left no doubt that the 

fession is alive to the serious nature of this threatened addition to the 
Coden of property owners, both large and small. Your society was repre- 
ident and several other solicitors 
this district (some members of thi iety and some non-members). The 
following resolutions were passed—viz.: 1. ‘‘ That in the interests of the 
public there should be no extension of the system of the compulsory regis- 
taation of title (by rules or otherwise) until a full and impartial ~—s 
has been held into the working of the system since the passing of the 
Transfer Act of 1897.” 2. ‘‘That the Councils of the Law Society, the 
Associated Provincial Law Societies, and the Yorkshire Union of Law 
Societies be requested to take early steps to obtain the active co-operation 
of the whole of the profession, and others interested in the transfer of land, 
for the purpose of staying any extension until an inquiry has been held, 
and that the above-named bodies and persons in co-o ion use their 
best efforts to assist in that object.’’ 3. “That, with a view to carrying 
out the above resolutions, the provincial law societies individually bring 
their influence to bear upon their local Members of Parliament to —_— 
has 
to 


sented at the meeting by your 


such extension until after a public and impartial inquiry 

held.” 4. “That copies of the previous resolutions be forwarded 

the bodies mentioned in the second resolution, and to all the provincial law 

— Your committee will keep this subject prominently before 
em. 

Legal Education.—The new scheme of legal education initiated by the 
Law Society may now be said to be fully established in London, and is 
under the direction of a legal education committee. The ay are 
represented by five gentlemen selected by the Council of the Law Society 
no Wh Ct. es ee ye Law 

ieties. 


Law Association. 


The usual monthly meeting of the directors was held at the Law <a 
Hall on Thursday, the 2nd inst., Mr. F. T. Birdwood in the chair. 

other directors present were Messrs. S. J. Daw, T. H. Gardiner, H. C. 
Nisbet, R. H. A. Toovey, J. Vallance, M. Waters, and W. M. 
Woodhouse. £80 was voted in grants for the relief of necessitous London 
solicitors and their widows ; seven new life members and thirteen new 
annual subscribers were elected, and other general business transacted. 


Solicitors’ Benevolent Association. 


The usual monthly meeting of the board of directors of this association 
was held at the Law Society’s Hall, Chancery-lane, on the 8th inst., 
Mr. J. B. Gregory in the chair; the other directors present being 
Messrs. Davenport, Walter Dowson, Charles B. 0. Gere (Chelms- 
ford), William H. Gray, H. E. Gribble, A Helder, M.P. (White- 
haven), W. G. ye G. May, W, Arthur R. 8. Taylor, Philip 
Witham, and J. T. t (secretary). A sum of £350 was distributed in 
grants of relief, two new members were admitted to the association, and 
other general business transacted. 


United Law Society. 
March 6.—Mr. Kdward Gox-Sinclair presided. —Mr. A. H. Richardson 


(vice-chairman) moved: “ That the of the Court of Appeal in 
Powell ¢ Thomas v. Bean Jones $ Co, (1905, 1 K. B,, p. 11) was wrong.”” 
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Mr. Bickmore —— the decision of the Court of Appeal. The debate 
was continued by Messrs. Head, Wylie, Neville Tebbutt, Galbraith, 
Bulloch, and Douglas. Mr. Richardson having replied upon the whole dis- 
cussion, the vote was taken, and the decision of the Court of Appeal was 
affirmed as to the appeal and was disaffirmed as to the cross-appeal. 








Law Students’ Journal. 
Law Students’ Societies. 


Law Srvupents’ Desatinc Socrety.—March 7.—Chairman, Mr. G. W. 
Powers.—The subject for debate was: ‘‘ That preferential trade with the 
Colonies should only be considered in connection with the distribution 
of the responsibilities and burdens:of Empire.’’ Mr. Howard D’Egville 
opened in the affirmative ; Mr, Menzies opened in the negative. The 
following members also spoke: Messrs. Gibb, Hargraves, Findlay, Hogan, 
Croom-Johnson, Singleton, and Pleadwell. Sir John Colomb, K.C M.G., 
M.P., was present, and spoke in support of the motion. The motion was 
carried by ten votes. 








Companies. 


Marine and General Mutual Life Assurance 
Society. 


The Actuary and Secretary (Mr. Stanley Day) having read the notice 
convening the meeting, 

The Cuareman, in rising to move the adoption of the report, said: I hope 
you will consider, with me, that this is one of the most satisfactory reports 
that has yet been laid before the society. We have had two advantages 
during the last year. We have had, in the first place, an increase in the 
amount of our business, and in the second place a decrease in the amount 
of our mortality claims, and a consequence of this is that we have been 
able to lay aside the sum of £96,676 to our insurance reserve, thus raising 
the amount of that reserve to £1,322,883, a very respectable figure. Our 
business has been larger than it has been in any previous year since the 
society has existed. We have issued policies altogether to the value of 
£302,501, and for the year 1904 the total of our premium income reached 
the considerable sum of £124,813. During the quinquennium which 

i on the 31st of December last our premium income advanced 
altogether by something like £23,000. I think we have increased 
our business reasonably, while we have diminished the ratio of 

diture from what it was at one time to something like 18 per 
cent., which is undoubtedly a very satisfactory result, and, what is 
still more important, I believe that we have improved in late years 

in the quality of the risks under taken by the society. To the lay mind, 
like my own, the only evidence I can give to that is the simple fact that in 
the five years to which I have just been referring our insurance fund has 
increased from £995,539 to £1,322,883. With respect to the mortality of 
last year, the amount of our claims is only £40,491, the smallest amount 
with which we have had to deal during the last seven years, and, I need 
scarcely add, far below the provision that would obtain to our mortality 
tables. Iam not sure, but I think that it is under two-thirds of the pro- 
vision made in our mortality tables. Then, if we pass to interest, I find 
that last year this amounted to £48,969, and that we earned upon your 
investments the satisfactory figure of £3 18s. 4d. net. We have been— 
like all other investors in gilt-edged securities—for some time past in 
considerable tribulation as to the value of our securities. I was under the 
necessity of mentioning at our last annual meeting that our 
securities on the 3lst of December, 1903, shewed a deficit compared 
with our book values of £40,000 (about 4 per cent.), but on taking 
the market quotations of the 3lst of December last, I find that we 
not only stand clear so far as the book value and the market value 
are concerned, but we have a small balance to the good on that date, while 
I need scarcely say that since the 31st of December the value of these 
stocks has greatly advanced. We shall shortly be able to notify the result 
of the uinguennial valuation, the effect of which will be that to all policies 
which have existed for five years and upwards a bonus will be declared at 
the rate of 2 per cent. per annum—that is to say, a bonus of £10 on every 
£100 assured, and I trust you will agree with me that this result is highly 
satisfactory considering the circumstances with which we have had to 
deal, and will bear favourable comparison with the results of other offices 
and institutions similarly situated to ourselves. I have to repeat what it 
has always been a great pleasure to me to say on these occasions, that we 
owe ev in connection with our prosperity and the good manage- 
ment of our society to our excellent secretary and actuary, Mr. Day, and 
to the staff, and those agents who serve us so well in other parts of the 
kingdom. B ror beg to move the adoption of the report with the accounts 


Bir Georce 8. Macxenzir seconded the motion in afew words. 

Mr. Mvuirms, a policy-holder, having e satisfaction with the 
chairman’s speech and the report, desired the appointment of a 
professional auditor. 

The Cuateman, in reply, said: If I may express an opinion on the matter 
with to the mere book-keeping of a society like this, which is 

ly what is audited, I see no necessity whatever to refer to a pro- 
auditor. There are advantages, no doubt, in connection with 
professional auditors, but there are also disadvantages, and in a society 


like this I see no necessity whatever for adopting that plan. Unfortun. 
ately an audit such as Mr. Mullins refers to is of no use whatever in 
regard to what is the real crux of the success or prosperity of a society 
like this—viz., the actuarial valuation. That isthe all-important question, 
Mere book-keeping matters are of small consequence, and no auditor can 
nor will render us any assistance in regard to what is absolutely a profes. 
sional matter—viz., that of the actuary. I hope I am clear on this point. 
The book-keeping audit is a very easy matter, it is carried out first by the 
directors and then by auditors chosen by yourselves. As regards the 
actuarial work the professional auditor is of no use whatever and cannot 
interfere, and therefore, so far as my opinion goes, I look upon the present 
system as being quite suitable for our purpose, but it is entirely in the 
hands of the members to appoint any auditors they like. 

The report having been adopted, the Crarrman then proposed the 
re-election of Mr. J. H. Tritton, Sir Owen Tudor Burne, and Sir George §, 
Mackenzie as directors of the society. This was seconded by Mr. Frepx, 
Green, and carried. 

The re-election of the auditors, Mr. Berry and Mr. Soden, was proposed 
by Mr. Attrort, and seconded by Mr. Beaumont. 

The amendment by Mr. Mutts, tc the effect that a chartered accountant 
be added to those already proposed, the remuneration to be subsequently 
determined, was seconded, but found few supporters, and the amendment 
being lost, the original resolution was carried. 

A vote of thanks to the chairman, proposed by Mr. Wrrners, and seconded 
by Mr. Muturs, terminated the proceedings. 








Legal News. 


Appointments. 


Mr. Francis Taytor Piccorr, barrister-at-law (Procureur-General, 
Mauritius), has been appointed Chief Justice of the Supreme Court of the 
Colony of Hong Kong. 

Mr. Furcy ALrrep Hercnenroper, barrister-at-law (Chief Justice, 
Seychelles), has been appointed Procureur and Advocate-General for the 
Colony of Mauritius. 

Mr. Joun Hvnt, solicitor, of the firm of Messrs. Aplin, Hunt, & Walton, 
of Banbury, has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Hunt 
was admitted in 1898. 





Changes in Partnerships. 
Dissolutions. 


Tuomas Grosvenor Ler, Epwarp Henry Lez, Tomas Hawkgs 
RussetL, and Artaur Muscrove, solicitors (Lee, Russell, & Musgrove), 
Birmingham. On the retirement of Thomas Hawkes Russell from the 
partnership. [ Gazette, March 3. 





General. 


Mr. Justice Wills, since his return from the Northern Circuit, has been 
suffering from a severe cold. 


Mr. Justice Grantham left London on Saturday last on a voyage to 
Madeira, The learned judge will be absent about a month. 


Mr. Justice A. T. Lawrence has fixed Wednesday, the 3rd of May, as the 
commission day for the spring assizes at Leeds on the North-Eastern 
Circuit. 


It is announced that Mr. H. T. Darling, long known as the ‘‘ Father” 
of the ushers of the Royal Courts of Justice, and for nearly fifty years 
usher in the Chancery Division, has just retired from his position. 


Mr. English Harrison, K.C., the Commissioner of Assize appointed in 
place of Mr. Justice Bucknill, having recovered from the accidet he met 
with while on the first part of the North Wales Circuit in January last, 
left London, says the Times, this week for the assizes at Chester, where he 
will join Mr. Justice A. T. Lawrence. 


The owner of a licensed house at Cramlington, a Northumberland colliery 
village, has, says the St. James’s Gazette, actually declined the magisterial 
offer of permission to enlarge her licensed area, The house is dilapidated, 
and on a request that it be rebuilt the bench suggested that it should be 
enlarged, but Mrs. Storey, the owner, does not wish to increase the drinking 
facilities of the neighbourhood. If the bench take away the licence they 
will leave the place without accommodation and also have to give 
compensation. They decided to try to find a way out of the difficulty 
by adjourning the case to allow the owner to reconsider her position. 


In the House of Commons, on Wednesday, Mr. Markham asked the 
Attorney-General whether his attention had been drawn to the practice 
of undischarged bankrupts promoting companies and trading in the 
names of their wives, and would he introduce legislation to prevent this 
evasion of the criminal law. The Attorney-General said: The practice 
to which the — refers, as far as it exists, has been made possible by 
the Married Women’s Property Acts. I do not understand the statement 
in the question that the practice constitutes an evasion of the criminal 
law, but it is in my opinion, highly objectionable. There would, however, 
be great difficulty in army the law in the sznse of the question ; but 
~~ oa which the hon. member has to offer will be fully 
re) , 
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At the Mansion House police-court, on ihe 2nd inst., Arthur Tabor, late 
of Philpot-lane, was, says the Times, charged before Alderman Sir Horatio 
Davies with converting to his own use as a trustee, on the 26th of 
November, 1900, £1,823 6s. 4d., part of a sum of £1,955 10s. belonging to 
Mr. William John Worsfold and others. The defendant had been a 
solicitor in the city. Last year he became bankrupt, and on the 6th of 
December a statement of affairs shewed unsecured creditors to the amount 
of £14,523, including £7,094 due ‘to ten estates of which he was trustee, 
and £6,786 due for moneys received by him as a solicitor. After evidence, 
Sir Horatio Davies committed the defendant, who reserved his defence, 
for trial at the Central Criminal Court. 


Gone are the days, says the Globe, in which judges were wont to regard 
solicitors as inferior beings. It has been said of Lord Kenyon that he 
“talked of striking an attorney off the roll as he might of dismissing a 
footman who had offended him.’’ According to Lord Campbell, ‘‘he 
seemed to think the whole order pettifoggers, and their occupation almost 
necessarily disreputable.’’ Only very junior barristers now speak of the 
“lower branch”’ of the legal profession. ‘‘I have never spoken of the 
solicitor branch as the lower branch,” said Mr. Justice Jelf the other day. 
“It is a co-ordinate branch.’’ The learned judge has given a convincing 
proof of the sincerity of his tribute to solicitors. He has just articled his 
youngest son to a member of the ‘‘ co-ordinate branch.” 


The unanimous decision of the United States Supreme Court against the 
so-called Beef Trust constitutes, says the Albany Law Journal, the most 
clear-cut and thorough-going affirmation of the power of Congress to 
break up combinations in restraint of trade that we have had in a long 
time. It takes the court back to where it was in the Addystone pipe case 
by vigorously upholding the validity and efficiency of the Anti-Trust Act. 
By this decision the sinuous devices to which the Beef Trust resorted in 
order to stifle competition and effect monopoly are declared outside of the 
law. As Justice Holmes well said, the court does not and cannot direct 
the individual packers to compete with each other, but it does bring them 
within the reach of the law’s pains and penalties when they seek to substi- 
tute monopoly for competition. This decision paves the way for a vigorous 

rosecution, not only of the Beef Trust, but of innumerable other com- 
binations which are only less oppressive because less powerful and far- 
reaching. 


In the House of Commons, on Wednesday, Mr. Markham asked the 
Attorney-General why he decided not to commence criminal proceedings 
against Mr. Hooley arising out of the case of Bradshaw v. Kelly, 
seeing that Mr. Justice Darling, who tried this case, stated Mr. 
Hooley had committed fraud; would he say the costs the Treasury 
had incurred in the recent criminal proceedings against Mr. 
Hooley, and who was responsible for instituting this particular 
prosecution? The Attorney-General said: The case of Bradshaw v. Kelly 
led te inquiries being made by the Director of Public Prosecutions as to 
that case, and an inquiry was also made as to the other transactions 
which came to his knowledge. It was found, after full inquiry and care- 
ful consideration, that the facts and evidence available did not justify the 
institution by him of any criminal proceedings in et to those trans- 
actions. The recent prosecution of Mr. Hooley and Mr. Lawson was 
instituted by my direction. The costs of that prosecution, in which Mr. 
Hooley was acquitted and H. J. Lawson convicted, were £3,529 13s, 4d. 


In the House of Commons, on the 3rd inst., Sir H. Vincent moved the 
second reading of the Public Trustee and Executor Bill, which he said had 
in substance been before Parliament for nineteen gears. A Select Com- 
mittee had reported that the evidence it had taken put it beyond question 
that large sums of money were annually misappropriated by private 
trustees, and that much loss and consequent suffering was caused by this 
kind of malversation, those who suffered most being the poor and the help- 
less. The late Lord Herschell told the committee that he had long been 
favourable to the system of a public trustee, not only on account of its 
security, but because of the reluctance of so many people to accept 
trusteeship. Lord Lindley and Lord Halsbury testified to the widespread 
feeling among lawyers in its favour. The Lord Chancellor also dissented 
from the opinion that a public trustee, if appointed, would prove a failure. 
The present Bill was drafted on the model of an Act which had been in 
force in the colony of New Zealand for upwards of thirty years, and, having 
been amended from time to time, had been found to be of the greatest 
advantage. It had never involved the taxpayers in any cost, but, on the 
contrary, had yielded a slight revenue. He peng ane the feeling of this 
country against any excess of officialism and the force of the criticism that 
if a public trustee proved to be a despotic, troublesome, or inaccessible 
official, or become otherwise a failure, it would be aserious matter. There- 
fore there was a provision in the Bill that if the public trustee were found 
not to be advantageous to the public the office should be abolished. 
Practically this was the same Bill as that which was introduced by the 
Lord Chancellor and passed through all its stages in the House of Lords in 
1890. If the House passed the second reading by way of expressing 
sympathy with the unfortunate people who were suffering from breaches 
of trust, it could be referred to the Committee on Law for such amend- 
ment as might be deemed necessary to meet any effective criticism of detail. 
ae oe was read a second time and remitted to the Standing Committee 
on Law, 








Fixup Incomes.—Houses and Residential Flats can now be Furnished 
on a new System of Deferred Payments especially adapted for those with 
fixed incomes who do not wish to disturb investments, Selection from the 
largest stock in the World. Everything legibly marked in plain figures. 
Maple & Oo. (Limited), Tottenham Court-road, London, W.—[Apvr. ] 





Court Papers. 


Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Rota or Reaistrars in ATTENDANCE ON 


Emercexcy Appgeat Court Mr. Justice 
Rota. No. 2. Kexewica. 

















The Property Mart, 


Sales of the Ensuing Week. 


March 13.—Messrs. Tuurcoop & Martin, at the Mart, at 2:—No. 9, Porchester-terrace 
and No. 11, Fulton-mews: A valuable family Residence, situate close to Hyde-park ; 
also stabling for four horses, with double coach-house and living-rooms over, to 


Solicitora, Mesers. Field, 


See ad 


Co., ’ 
H. E. Foster & CxanFievp, 


a ¢ 

March 16 —Messrs. 
REVERSIONS: 

To One-half of a Trust Fund, value £34,325; on decease without issue of a lady 

62. Solicitors, Mesars, Costeker, Smitton, & Holme, Darwen. 

To certain Shares of Trust Funds, value £70,000; on decease of a lady aged 73. 
Solicitors, Messrs Adkin, Lee, & Eddis, and Messrs. Lawrence, Webster, 
Messer, & Taylor, London ; Messrs. Marsh & Warry, Yeovil. 

2 9 on 6 eS of a lady aged 60. BSolici 


ues & Sons, 

To Two One-eighths of a Trust Fund, value £20,600, subject to contingencies, with 
tully-paid Covering Policies for £3,700, Solicitors, Messrs. Robins, Hay, 
Waters, & Hay, London. 

Eight-fitteenths of a Trust Fun represented by Mortgage Securities and Ci 
Deesnesse; it So Cotten ot suastees wr ses aged 80 and a lady 
75. Solictors, Messrs, Kuruth, Browne, & Hi 

To £1,500 on “Se ; on decease of the survivor 
lady 56, Solicitors, Messrs. E. C. Kilsby & Sons, 

POLICES: £6,000 and £1,000. Solicitors, Messrs. Poole & Robinson, London. 
(See advertisements, this week, back page.) 








Winding-up Notices. 
London Gaszette.—Frivay, March 3, 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Limrrep In Cuasonss. 


Avuaxce Sairetxe Co, Lintrep—Creditors are 
their names and addresses, i 
British Boryeo Synvicats, Liatrep—C 
i addresses, 


send their names 

Walker, 19, 8t Swithin's In : 
Great Boutpee Mai Rerr, Loutep (1x Liqurpation)—Creditors are hy | 

their full of their claims, to Harry 


3, P. ee ee aoe $1, Poultry, solors for the a 

, Princes st i So, . » company 

J & 8 Roserts, Liurrev—Petn for winding up, March 1, directed to be heard 
March 14. Smiles & Co, 15, Bedford row, for Duignans & Eiliot, Walsall, 
for Notice os sqaeaeng must reach the above-named not later than 6 o'clock 
in the afternoon of 13 

J Wor.anp & Sox, Lrurrep—Petn for winding up, presented Feb 24, directed to be heard 
March 14 Wi 276, Camberwell New rd, solor for petmers. Notice of appearing 
must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of March 13 

Pavut Grernwoop & Co, are required, on or before 
April 15, to send their names and of their debts or claims, 
to fom Broadhead, B: 


to send names and 
Jeffery, 2, Northumberland 
Tairce Synpicats, Limtrep are 
names and addresses, and the particulars 
Stephens, 6, Clement’s ln, Lombard st 
Usrrep Reers (Suga), Lamrrep 


County Pacatine or LANcasrer, 
Liurep iy CHANCERY. 


Wuirertery Brewrairs, Linrrgy—Peta for winding wy peseented March 1, directed to 
heard at the Assize Courts, ye Manchester, 13, at 10 90. 
‘or pe 


Sao a 7 than 2 ‘solooke in the eared oe 
London Gasette.—Tusspay, March T. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIBS. 
Limrrep ix CHancery, 
Brack Hitt Batok anp Tara Corra Co, Liarrep—Petna for winding up, 
March 4, di to be at the Court 


, directed heard House, Ma 
Aprill,at10 Mather & Son, Liverpool, N. of must 
named not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of 
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Braprorp Tramways axp Ounrsus Co, Lumrep—Creditors are required. on or before 
M: 22, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
claims, to Clarke & Whittington, Leeds, solors for liquidators 

Luastry Peprrsen Cros, Co, Liunrrzep—Creditors are —-, on or before April 4, to 
-end their names and addresses, and the iculars of their debts or claims, to Thomas 
Oswa'd Williame, 20, Cannon st, Birmingham Winterbotham & Co, Cheltenham, solor 
tw liquidator ? J 

Gurat Luoxxow Conso.s, Lumrsp—Creditors are required, on or before April 1, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to William John 
Lyne, 20, Copthall av. Chave & Chave, London wall, solors for liquidator __ 

Harpy & Gresxacee, Lix-TEp -Petn for winding up, presented March 3, directed to be 
heard 21. Raphael & Co, Moorgate st, solors for petner. Notice of appearing 
must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of March 20 : 

Jom Carrrat Co, Lontep—Creditors are required, on or before March 25, to send their 
names abd addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to John Jackson, 71, 

ester 


King st, Manch 

U Tuomas & Co, Luurep—Petn for winding up, presented March 3, directed to be heard 
at Hanley, March 15, at 11.30. Hayes, ley, solor for petners. Notive of appearing 
must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of March 14 

Vixcest, Lunrep -Petn for winding up, presented March 3. directed to be heard at the 
Town Hall, Kingston upon Hull, March 17, at 12. Moss & Co, Kingston upon Hull, for 
Dixon & Co, Lancaster pl, Strand, solors for petners. Notice of appearing must reach 
Moss & Co not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of March 16 








Creditors’ Notices. 
Under Estates in Chancery. 


Last Day or Crarm. 
London Gazette.— Frivay, Feb. 17. 


Baaituwatre, Wiit1am, Elmley Lovett, nr Droitwich, Worcester, Farmer March 31 
Cartridge v Dale, Joyce, J Gallaher, Worcester 


London Gazette.—Tuxrspay, Feb. ¥1. 


Barz, James Henry, Mount Pleasant rd, Lewisham, Kent March8 Gladstone v Bate, 
Kekewich, J Stroud, Holborn Viaduct 

Brock, E.tzx, King’s Norton, Worcester March 31 Attorney-General v Treasury 
Solicitor, Eady, J Solicitor to the Treasury, 276, Royal Courts of Justice, Strand 


London Gazette.—Faipay, Feb. 24. 


Biruusesam, Frayxcis James, Thurlow Park rd, West Dulwich, Managing Director of 
PublicCos March 21 Greenberg & Cov Billingham, Joyce,J Robbins & Co, Strand 

Buiacksurs, WiLt1am Owen, Bradford, Chartered Accountant April 12 Blackburn v 

burn, Farwell and Eady, JJ Hart, Surrey st, 8 

Fuer, Caruertne Evizasetu, Donaldson rd, Brondesbury March 20 Gardener v Chase, 
Farwell,J Bucknill, Raymond bidgs, Gray’s inn 

Go.pseRG, Joiivs, Nottingham March 2) Allen & Sonsv Goldberg, Farwell, J Wild & 
Co, Fenchurch st 

Picxetr, Tuomas Ovexspex Dapsweit, Old White Lion, East Finchley, Licensed 
Victualler March 24 Woolmer v Pickett, Buckley, J Michelmore, Bloomsbury sq 

Pryce, Tuomas, Pentre Heylin, Liandysilix, Montgomery March 27 Lawford v Pryce, 
Warrington, J Craven, Oswestry 


London Gazete.—Tuszavay, Feb. 28. 


Harres, Harry, Ballards In, Finchley, Builder April 5 Andrews v Harper, Eady, J 
Merriman, Mitre court, Temple 

Leos, Hzwzsy Martix Cornwati, High Legh, Chester, Colonel March 31 Paley v Legh, 
Bi ,3 Morrell, Bedford row 

Nicnoisox, Jonx Mears, Chester, Solicitor Mareh 31 Condé v Taylor, Farwell, J 
Brassey, Chester 


London Gazette.—Yrivay, March 3. 


Hut, Exiza, Keston rd, East Dulwich March 24 Hull y Hull, Buckley and Warrington, 
JJ Drake, Rood in 

Waters, Caristorner Francis, Elmfield 1d, Balham April 3 Waters v Waters, 
Farwell, J Bowie, King st 


Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 


Last Day or Cia. 
London Gazette.—Farivay, Feb. 24. 


Sumy, Sue Axniz, Widnes, Lancs April 1 Davies & Co, Warrington 
avps, Tuomas Rosert, South sq, Gray’sinn March 25 Kinsey, South sq, Gray’s inn 
anes ~ > Hexry, Moss Side, Manchester, Corn Dealer May 22 Mee & Co, 


Berts, Joux Wii114M, Deal, Mariner March 25 Brown & Brown, Deal 
Busnop, Francis, on ra Sale, Chester, Paper Maker’s Manager April 1 Dean & 


. 7) r 

Broan, Bauurn Joux, Westbourne Park March 22 Dabbs, Chancery In 

Burpis, Lucy, Elthironrd, Fulham March25 Blyth, Norwich 

Caztwriocut, Ausrey TuomAs Carrer, Edgeote, Northants April8 Barker, Bedford row 
Cuarmax, Marcaret, St Jchu’s Chapel, Weardale, Durham March 31 Leng, Bishop 


Auck 

Cuirtox, Freperick, Derby. Homeopathic Chemist March 28 Moody & Worle, Gate 

Conse. Janes. Balsall Heath, Worcester, Licensed Victualler March 31 Williams, 
‘ ™m 

Coorzr, Witt1am, Kettering, at pg Moreh 11 Kingston & Drake, Ashford 

Covgy, E1.zx, Birmingham Apuil 13 alford, Birmingham 

Cramp, Avice Cooper, Laurie Park, Sydenbam April5 famplin & Co, Fenchurch st 

Ceane, Farvericx Witi1amM. Blackheath March 25 Bexnesie ys & Barnard, Cheapside 

Conaee, Sonera Sreveys, Clapham Park March24 Benham & Meyer, Laurence Pountney 


Day, Jaxe, Penkridge, Staff« March 23 Shelton & (>, Wolverhampton 
Durper, Jons, a Hill, Hornsey, Jeweller April 6 Godwin & Son, Wool exchange, 


pam, Rosamonp, — a agg A oe Ashford, Kent With & With 
RANKAU, ARTHUR, Clar , Piccadilly, Merchant A) ithers it‘hers, 
Arundel st in 7 - 


Gnoves, Lieut Col Srzruze Peroy, Charing, Kent April 10 Warren & Co, Blooms- 


Hasnisoy, ee Northon, Sheffield April10 Lucas & Padley, Sheffield 
Haxzgisox, Steruzxy Kexnanp, Dover, Trinity Pilot April5 Mowll& Mowll, Dover 
Wawpos, Many, Putney Heath April 15 Laurence & Co, Liacoln’s ian fields 

Hopper, Lewis Gitszrt, Townsville, Queensland, Australia 2% Basset & 


Howpen, Ourvia Axs, Chatham March 25 
Horxtxsow, Tuomas, npon Hull A 
Burnrygsact, Evie, Lancaster March 20 


& Boucher, Rochester 
9 ee & Co, Hull 
Isaacs, Lewis, - 


aX 


st, Hoxton, Tailor March 31 Jennings, Kentish Towu 





Keen, Exvizapetu, Peckham March 25 Priest, Verulam bldgs . 
Sars, ean, Gravesend, Veterinary Surgeon March 25 Mitchell & Macartney, 
avesend 


Lawson, Rionarp, Leeds, Photographer April5 Toulmin & Co, Liverpool 

McQure. Henrietta Swaryston, Birkdale, Lancs March 31 Toulmin & Co, Liverpool 
Maete, Emtiy, Haverstock Hill March 28 Peake & Co, Bedford row ; 
Merepitu-Hagnett, Epwarp, Piccadilly March 18 Tucker & Co, New ct, Lincoln’s ian 





Miner, Eowarp, Small Heath, Birmingham, Stock Fitter March 31 Williams, 
Birmingham 
Mocatta, Frepenic Davip, Connaught pl, Hyde pk May 26 E 1 & Bi ds, 


Finsbury circus - ; 
Morton, Gzorsz Stevens, Ipswich, Hatter April4 Jackaman & Co, Ipswich 
Moss, Mancaret Sopuia, Stone, Staffs March 31 Walters, Stone, Staffs 


Norroy, Sopshens E1za Hotrzoyp, Heston, Hounslow April3 Valpy & Co, Lincoln's 
inn fie 


Oatz, Miuuicent, East Retford, Notts May 20 Mee & Co, Retford 


Van Oven, Lionet, York ter, Regent’s pk April 8 Capron & Co, Savile pl, Conduit st 

Pavey, Mary, Widworthy, Devon March 23 Danning & Co, Honiton 

Peck, Harry Epwarp, South sq, Gray’s inn, Wholesale Provision Merchant March 21 
Beard & Sons, Basinghall st 

Pret, Etten, Dorking March 27 Nash, Serjeant’s inn, Fleet st 

Purtiirs, Iszazv, Liverpool March 25 Clarke & Davis, Liverpool 

Parrtiz, Hengietta Rose, Cadogan gdns, Chelsea March 25 Keen & Co, Carter la 


Reap, Groner, Ryde, I of W, Coach Proprietor Thirkell, Ryde, I of W 

Reap, CAROLINE, yde, IofW March 15 Thirkell, Ryde, I of W 

“<= Henry, Thornbury, Bradford, Innkeeper March 31 
radfoi 

Roorgz, Rev Witt1am Epmonp, Bonchurch,I W March 20 Freshfields, Old Jewry 


Simpson, Epwarp, Scarborough ~ ry 29 Simpson & Co, Leeds 

Sparx, Davip, Rournemouth April5 Tyler, Clement's inn 

SreeLz, Evuen, Sheffield March 27 Watson & Co, Sheffield 

Steer, Captain Coartes Boyes, West Hill, Putney Heath March 25 
Lincoln’s inn 

Taytor, Tuomas, Boston, Lincs March 25 Walker & Co, Spilsby, Alford j 

Tepss, STEPREN Norripae, Hillside, Henbury, Glos March 25 Meude-King & Sons, Bristol 

Temprgst, Lord Henry Vane, Plas Machynlleth, Montgomery March 24 Atkey & (Co, 
Sackville st, Piccadilly 

Wesstrr, Henry Binny, Wetherby pl, South Kensington 
Charles st, 8t James eq 

WI11p, Ricnarp Mackey, Edwalton, Notts, Farmer A 

Worrtuineton, Mary, Sale, Chester April7 Cunliffe 


Farrar & Crowther, 


Trower & Co 


March 31 Eardley & Co, 


il30 Freath & C», Nottingham 
Gregg, Manchester 


London Gasette.—Turspay, Feb. 28 


Austix, Rosert, King st, Hammersmith, Rope Manufacturer 
Hammersmith ’ 
Batpwin, Artaur Epwarp Joserx, Southampton st, Camberwell, Financial Agent 
April9 Ody & Wilmot, Denmark hill, Camberwell 
Seeanes, JoszerH, Woodland Park, Colwyn Bay, Denbigh May 10 Peace & Ellis, 
igan 


March 31 


April 8 Marshal & ©) 


it 
Benxett, Lyon Duxcomse Lyon, Little Leigh, nr Northwich, Chester 
Trafford & Cook, Northwich, Cheshire 
CuaRipcE, Jemma, Himley, Staffs March 25 Jobsen & Marshall, Dudley 
CLEGG, SamugL, Wigan, Ironm r March 23 Rowbottom & milligan, Wigan 
Ciemow, Zaccuevs, Colwood St Winnow, Cornwall April30 Janson & Co, College hill, 


‘annon st 
Cou, 7 a: Sapaatine rd, Wandsworth, Leather Bag Manufacturer March 25 Taylor & 
0, 


Cox, Henry Fisuer, Threadneedle st April10 Chester & Co, Bedford row 

Cranston, Martin, Gateshead April1l4 Dixon, Gateshead 

Day, Auicz, Birkdale, Lancs March 31 Worden & Ashington, Southport 

Feynincs, ALLEN, 8t Leonard’son Sea.MD April5 Soames, Ely pl, Holborn 
Firz-Gerap, Cuag_es Lionet WINGFIELD, H , Hants Mayl Price, John st, Gray's 


eee Harriett Mania, Norbiton, Surrey March 31 Sherrard & Sons, Kingston on 


es 
Gaeexinc, Epwarp Henry, Cowley, Oxford, Farmer April 15 Greening, Hincksey Hill 
‘arm, Ber 

Hanzis, Ananam, Kates Hill, Dudley March 25 Jobson & Marshall, Dudley 

Heappine, GeorGe, Aldwinckle, Northampton April5 Hunaybun & Sons, Huntingdon 

Imeay, Wi1114m, Upton In, Forest Gate March 21 Stuttaford, St Helen’s pl 

Jounson, Mary Amezsa, Evering rd, Stoke Newington March 31 a & Bon, 
New Broad st 

Jones, Emma, Balham March 31 Walker & Co, Carey st 

Kine, Antuua Epwanp, Folkestone, Rice Broker April5 Baker & Co, Cannon st 

Kxuicut, Ropert, Dover st, Piccadilly May 26 Stokes & Stokes, Gt St Helens 

eats Wiu1am, Fulbourne 1d, Walthamstow, Actor March 21 Windsor & Co, 


Lay, Racuet Haggiet, Up orwood March 11 Howard & Co, Colchester 

Puiteaick, Epwagp, Lattlcham, Devon April12 Bazeley & Co, Bideford 

Pickeaine, Hannan Mania, Ealing March 28 Simpson & Munro, Liverpool 

Pickies, Bens amin, Sowerby Bridge, nr Halifax March 80 Pickles, Halifax 

Purves, Joan, Newcastle upon Tyne, Joiner March 13 Aitchison, Newcastle upon Tyne 

Reep, Ricuarp, Ribchester, nr Preston, Lancs March 11 Marsden, Longridge 

Regs, Tuomas, Liandaff, nr Cardiff March 31_ Phillips & Son, Aberdare 

Roper, Wit114M, Westbury on Trym, Bristol, Farmer March 24 Wood, Bristol 

Rosg, aewane, Lyndhurst rd, Hampstead, Dramatic Author April 1 Aldridge & Co, 
Bedford row 

SanpeRson, Lancetot, Worthing March 25 Sutton & Co, Gt Winchester st 

Sautt, Mary, Sutton Coldfield, Warwick April14 Bill, Walsall 

Smai.s, Evizavets, Portslade, nr Brighton April7 Douglas, Alnwick, Northumberland 

SMALLPEICE, Fraxk ALBERT, baston, Artist March 31 Pritchard, Birmingham 

Smrru, Saran, Southport March 31 Worden & Ashington, Southoort 

Stewart, Jonn Ackers, Liverpool March 25 Lamb & Kyffin-Taylor, Liverpool 

Sr Jouy, Joun, Monkstuwn, Dublin March 30 Yates & Co, Liverpool 

Srrover, Col Ggorcz Avcustus, Deal March31 Eardley & Co, Charles st, 8t James sq 

Srvart,j Isaseria, Newcastle upon Tyne, Pawabroker March 20 Aitchison, Newcastle 

upon 
Taytor, Wi-.1aM, Chorley, Lancs, Coal Dealer March 18 mn, Chorley 
| ewan Many Ayn, Prestwich, Lancs March 28 Grundy & Co, Manchester 


Vers, Jonny, Ayleab Marchil Horwood & James, A: 
uddersfield, Cloth Finisher Masek St Bameden & Co, Hudders- 


Warker, Jouy Lez, 

Waren, Samver, Halifax March 21 Humphreys & Co, Halifax 

Waszen, Rev Jonx, Alverdiscott Rectory, nr Barnstaple March 23 Newbery, Minehead, 

Weon, Witi1am Lamsern, Hammersmith, Greengrocer April 8 Marshal & Co 
Hammersmith 

Weston, Caarces, Sheffield, White Metal Manager April15 Rodgers & Co, Sheffield 

Wueever, Jvuia Faanoxs, Edgbaston, Warwick March 31 Pritchard, Birmingham 

Wuirraker, Ricuagp, Barthomley, Chester, Grocer April10 Bygott & Sons, Sandbach, 
Cheshire 

Waaen, Faawx Ross, Wednesbury, Coke Merchant April 24 Thursfield & Messiter, 


Wovnnouss, George, Doncaster, Insurance Agent April10 Atkinson & Sons, Doncaster 








905. 
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London Gasette.—Fripay, March 3. 


Auprinver, Ema, Walsall Wood, =v Stanley & Jack Walsall 
Anee, Biomanp WELIs, Nymett Bo a: March 27 Woollcombe & Sons, 


Plymouth 
Batman, Wi111am, Folkestone, MA A: 10 St Barbe &Co, Delahay st, Westminster 
BartLetTt, ALEXANDER Wayre, Tunbridge Wells March 25 Cock’ ton 

Sega, Cuar.Les Grosvenor, Parkstone, Dorset March 10 Bartlett, New sq, Lincoln's 


Seen, Exgzayor Manta, Parkstone, Dorset March 10 Bartlett, New sq, Lincoln’sinn 
| Euizasetu, Oppidans rd, Primrose Hill April 1 Hughes & sons, John st, 


row 
Burton, Freperic, Knatchbull rd, Camberwell April 3 Smith & Hudson, Mincing In 
Caapman, Witt1am, Camden rd March17 Pheasant, Duke ~ _ 
30 Bramley & Son, 


Gare. Eepeae, Collingham gdns, South Kensington, K 

effie 

Conver, Joun, Dent, Yorks, Yeoman March28 Pearson & nn Kirkby Lonsdale 
Cooke, Ar BERT Epwarp, Savile Town, Dewsbury, Surgeon April 17 Walker, Dewsbury 
Cropper, ns pty Hurst Brook, nr Ashton under Lyne April 12 Whitworth, Ashton 


under 
Crozier, Tavs Sheepwash, Northumberland, Farmer April 4 Brumell & Sample, 


Dav a. Lysacurt, St Asapb, Flint April8 Parry & Co, Denbigh 

Dutton, Faaycis, Bolton, Wholesale t April 6 Dowling & Co, Bolton 

Epwasps, A»x, Haverf. fordwest, Pembroke April4 Peacock & Jacques, Manchester 

a = Town, Mon, Colliery Proprietor March 31 Dauncey & Sons, 

ewport, 

Fasert, ALEXanDeR Samvet McLe..ay, Liverpool, Ship Store Dealer April8 Thornely 
& Cameron, Liverpool 

Fievpey, E:texs, Whitworth. nt Rochdale April 10 Bouchier 2 , Rochdale 

Fisuer, Atsert Epovarp, Bournemouth April1 Beachcroft ce heobalds rd 

Gray, ARCBIBALD, Chertsey April 15 Lyne & Holman, Gt Winchester st 

Grecory, Saran, Arundel st, Liverpool April 10 Bremner & ee Liverpool 

Hancock, Wasutxerox, Hereford rd, Bayswater 25 Druces © Att Attlee, Billiter sq 

Hesrixc, Heyey, Kidderminster, Worcester March 25 Crowther & Boning, Kidder- 


minster 
Hock, Mauata, Coleford, Glos, Jeweller March 20 Feet, O Coleford, Glos 
Howazts, Wi..1ay, &kipton, Yorks, Labourer April 1 Wilkinson & Garland, Leeds 
Hunter, Mary, Fulham alace rd, Fulham March 22 Kidson & Co, Sunderlan: d 
Kenrsnaw, Honcson, Bradford, Innkeeper March 25 Ratcliffe & de aa Bradford 
Manspex, Groree, Thurgoland, Yorks April 4 Smith & Co, Sheffield 
ame i 7 urch st, Kensington April 14 Marshall & Pridham, Theobald'’s 


rd, 
May, Jou, or ihidge B Hill, Sutton, ar ry Aoril3 May & Son, Macclesfield 
Moziarty, Emtry Casemenr, Brighton _ 10 Roche & Co, Church ct, Old Jewry 
Pare, Hanaiert, Nottingham april 8 borne, Nottingham 
Pattinson, ANN, Bishopton, nr Stockton on Tees June 10 Archer & Co, Stockton on 


Peters, Epmunp Henry, Ryde, I of W i= 15 Eldridge & a, emoens, Set 

Patipert, Marie Victoire, Herbert House, Beigrave sq April15 Leathley 
Lincoln’s inn fields 

Reep, Wit.14y, Hove, Sussex, Gardener April 7 Rodgers, Hove 

RICHARDSON, SARAH JAnz, Sefton Park Liverpool March 24 Miller & Son, ibvapest 

cones, Se Lovg In, Bermondsey, Beer Retailer April4 Sydney, Renfrew rd, 


Saunper, Epwix Taoake, Eynsham, Oxford, Yeoman April 5 on & Co, Exeter 
Smares, Manta Wakerizecp, Whitby, Yorks’ Pe - +4 ingle, Sunderland 

Srratren, Jonw Reminctron, Leeds March 15 Bird & Co, o> soar 's inn 

Suapen, Jonny, Ryarsh, Kent April 12 +e, West Mallin ee 

a 1 Wituiam Joux, East Southernhay, Exeter, F wd April 1 Ward, 


Tay.or, Mania Sanag. Tunbridge Wells May 14 Stokes & Stokes, Gt St Helens 


& Witles, 








Tomas, Hawnag, Narbeth South, Pembroke March 25 yy a et: Carmarthen 
TnowPsox, | Guoxcx CHARD, Swinton, Lancs, Buyer April 8 Dine & Tham, 


TitLarD, Rev James. Pensh Kent April 3 9, Eis & Cs. Ganaee ot 
Tissury, CHARLES ae " » Ironfounder April 3 Hooper & 


Towxer, Joun Buaxp, Lindsey, Lincs, Farmer March 25 Walker & Co, Spilsby, 
Wasems, Rev Joun, Alverdiscott Rectory, ur Barnstaple March 23 Newbery, Minehead, 


Wane el Percy rd, Shepherd’s Bush April 2) Richards & Barnett, 
emen' 
Wess, Cuares, Croscombe, April 10 Walder, 
Waetenen, Ferprxick selves 7 thy “ot fields, elicitor Apel 2 2 Negus, Blooms- 
ury 8q 
London Gazette.—Turspay, March 7. 
Benyerr, Witt1am, Heswell, Cheshire April 4 oes oe 


Buavrios, Emma, Cutham, Bristol April3 Bobbertt Bros, 
Cos, ANNETTE, 


Cowen, — Litter, Blaydon, hg March $1 month & Co, Newcastle upon 
ne 
Seams nag ty Withington A an pei 63 3 a E Whitworth, Manchester 
EARDEN, SARAH n, Wi 6 
Kpwakrbs, EDWARD, Biackheste Ape 15 be Co, King William st 
= LANAGAN, a, secgad, tetas a 
REENHALGH, JOSEPH, Sole Manufacturer April Brearley, Batley 
Greeory, JANE, Bective i toe & Co, Wandsworth 
Hoyt, Winuias, Common Vuctualler April4 Sherrard & Sons, 
JouNsoy, — , a Southsea April5 Indermaur & Brown, Chancery In 


Jenn, Passat — Birdhurst Wandsworth, Commission Agent March 25 
bison, y 
Kwnaaas, Revecca, West H April 10 fens & Bai me > 


Lee, Henry, JP, Broughton pril 15 Co, Manchester 
Lawn, & Rev Groncr RIDGES, April7 Wood & Co, Raymond bide, Geay’s 


Maran, May ie & ‘April 17 Betcha & & Chapple, Queen at, Cheapside 

Morr, Herat, Betch Boath wa, @ Gray's inn, ~ ston Agall 36 Chapman, Bouth sq, Gray’s inn 
Pearce, James, H March 31 Childs & Co, Chancery 
———— comm, anor Oak Fe nt Plceaili V Surgeon April 10 Cooper & Bake, 
Ree Donor Exisasperua, James st, Westbourne ter April 30 Watkins & Co, 


st, Piccadilly 
Sear.e, Eviza ABina, Southsea March 28 Wosteante 6 is Whale, Woo 
—— Frances ADELINE, = Smee 4 & os Woolwich 
HEPLEY. pong 
chin, Age Saget Amel kG W Pee Monee 
NELLING, ‘UGH, 
STELF ng Henry Ernest, Manchester, Architect = Te lider, Manchester 
Tarts. Puitip, 8t Anne’s on the Sea April 11 


Tay.or, JaMEs, Rochdale 
Txompson, HAgRIeT Sypyey, Wiles & Trompe, 4 indeatt & Windeatt, 


Waker, Ricuarp James, Barnstaple Ape N Fellowes, Gt Winchester st 

WALMSLEY, Gr.zgeet Govan, Liverpool gee = 0 Walker, 

Waits, a ALEXANDER, Stourmouth, Kent, Brewer 31 Mercer & Mercer, 

Woon) no Whalley 7 Rouge, Menshactee 

Woop. Jonn WILLIAM, reen, ur 
Rowbotham, Oldham 


> 


J & E Whitworth, Manchester 
Beddieworth, Yorks, Farmer April 7 








Perry, Artuur, Waterfo: 
Mason 


Bankruptcy Notices. | 


London Gazette.—Turspay, Feb. 28. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Pet Feb 23 Ord Feb 23 


rd rd, Fulh- 
Conrt Pet Feb 23 Ord Feb 
Powr.i, Wiii1aM, Penkridge, 





+ Peter, Norfolk March ll a 
Stafford, Saddler Stafford Gaus, Auras hone aiden na, Wandsworth March 9 


m, Someta Fox, i, West hous,’ 
12 8, King st, 


11.30 26, Railway app, 








Aniaeee, | Cnaseme, | * woe Baker Gt Yarmouth Bet 
Feb Ord Feb 


AMBROSE, 4s Westbo urne, Bournemouth, Coal Agent | 
Poole Pet Feb 18 Ord Feb 24 
BarLow, Tuomas Grorce, Wimborne, Dorset, Carpenter 
Poole Pet Feb 24 Ord Feb 24 
Brake, bese eng Turner, Jarrow re. Auctioneer 
lewcastle on Tyne Pet Feb 25 Ord 
Boots, Jonyx Lp ey + an Auctioneer York Pet | 
Feb22 0 md Feb 22 
Bripes, Gama Saints, Hunts, Builder Peter- 
pet eb 24 Ord Feb 24 
Carrgr, James, Runcorn, Chester, Marine Engineer 
Pet Feb 24 Ord Feb 24 
CrowTuHER, Samvuzn Georcs, Folly Hall, Huddersfield, 
Commission Agent H Pet Feb 24 Ord 


Feb 24 . 
Gotppere, Apo.trx, Middlesbro Picture Framer 
Pet Feb 25 Ord Feb 26 
GropDzInsky, ag and Jossra Farepmay, Batty st, 
St = oe ae, oe High Court Pet Feb 
3 0 


Hoopgr, Srpyry = ALL, Gloucester, Coal Merchant 
Gloucester Pet Feb 24 Ord Feb 24 

Ixcuam, Tuomas, Burnley, Carter Burnley Pet Feb 24 
Ord Feb 2% 


J comes pJause Oe Spien, Durham, Painter Durham Pet 


J B.. Joun toll York, Licensed Victualler York 
Pet Feb 24 Ord Feb 24 





} Bangor Pet Feb 23 Ord Feb 23 - 
Ross, Francis mm rus & Edgware ri, Actor High Court 


} Pet Feb 
| Row: LEY, +B Warp, Rodwell, a, Cab Pro- 
rchester Pet Feb 25 Ord Fep 


| SiLv my Oe Srernen Winckworts, Westminster =~ West- 
minster High Court Pet Feb3 Ord Feb 
Sirpson, Joure, oo te York Pet Feb 23 “Ord Feb 23 


Tu J a Well Salop, Butcher 
"Malcley "Pet Fev 25° Ord Fetes 
baler > =F fe, and Tuomas GREENFIELD Tasker, Gt 


Proprietors Gt Geimaby | 
Pet Feb 22 Ord Feb 92 
Witsox, Grorcr, Radbourne, Derby, Builder Derby Be | 
Feb 28 : Ord Feb 23 ri e 
Wissen Moment talford, Pet Des 14 Oni Feb 34 


mission Agent 
Yarrs, SMourseus, Walbrook High Court Pet Feb 9 


Ord Feb 23 
FIRST MEETINGS. 
ATKINSON, bey River Side, Preston, Licensed Victualler 
March 10 at 3.15 Off Rec, 14, Chapel st, Preston , 
Burzarp, Hensy, No rthdown, nr iham, Lancs, Builder's 
Merchant March 8 at 10.45 County Court house, 
Blackburn 
Bootn, Jouy Turriy, te, Auctioneer March 10 at 
2.30 ‘The Station Hotel, York 


, 8 Gronce, Huddersfield, Commission 
ae") — ae Of Ree, tial Now 





JAMEs, pan one inon, Glam, Draper Swansea Pet 
'e 
a. Tuomas, Little Wenlock, Salop, Farmer Madeley | 
Ord Feb 24 Pet Feb 24 
Jupp, Cartes Epwix, H “sp Green, Nottingham 
Nottingham 


K 81 y mame ae Wellington, Baker | 
ANLEY JAMES, 

Lora, a tae, a eet Neti Eagan 
F THOUSE, JOHN BERT, ‘0! 
Nottingham Pet Feb 24 

Maury, ADourHus, sy ‘chases, 8 Austell, Cornwall, 
Bullder Truro Pet Feb 256 Ord Feb 

a we CHARLES, 1, Music Hall Artist Sunder- 


0 An ri ros Gian Dra Pontypridd P 
WER, N pyshir, per - y ‘et | 
Fob 23. ‘Ord Feb 33 





ot ndderstield 
putt Tuomas and Joun Daviss, Newport, Mon, Corn 
Merchants March 8at il Off Rec, Westgate 8h 


Lang ow Mon 
D , Frepeaiox Jouy, and yt Hitt, Leicest 
AVIS, Tet = - Rape 


Leicester 
Driamonp, Of Ke 3, Ale Talbot, ¢ peg Grocer March 9 
at 12 " Alexandra rd. 
manau, Wiutiam, Leeds, Photographer ner March 8 at 12 
' . inghill, Birmiogham, Brasafounder 
Fonp, Biot ano 1 Bokin chmbrs, 191, Corporation st, 


| Jemma, Tuomas, 


Patt, Anos Buavis, Ipswich, Grocer Ipswich Pet Feb 22 Hasnuixe, Wissen Ree, Laton, 8. — . 10 at 
Rosgrts, Wittam Smo. Bodteri, Flint, Schoolmaster Bamgees, ae 1230 Of Rec. y mi, 


Middlesbrough 

Hooxuey, Freperick W1.114M, Sudbury, Suffelk March 31 
at ll Cups Hotel, Colchester 

Iuuincwortn, Joux, Fenchurch st March 14 at 2.30 
Bankru: est 


2 ah mm 191, Corporation st, Biruinghars 
1 ,c 
Jackson, pry Wuuam, York, Licensed Victualler 
eve 3at3.30 Off Kee, The Bed House, Dunoombe 
Jaynas, Anxiw AmeLta NIBLETT, Chichele rd, Cricklewood 
- Keeper March 9 to 2.30 aed 
a. Seen Brunguy, nr ie: — Wales March 


13 at 2.90 ' Bankruptcy ~ 





Little W 
12.30 Sic Hea Sosa 


me. Srawiey J. oh a Py Baker 
March 11 at 11.30 . On Rec ot Jeers 


bu 
Leap, Wiuiam Evwis, Glastonbury, Baker March 8 
Baldwin st, Bristol 


ek oe Macclesfield, Farmer 
Oit Rec. 33, King Edward st, Maocles- 
a... eit oy Mercy Waal Stationer March 9 at 
Mrcnorr, — eae Grocer March 8 at 4 
, Fal ctu Cab 
28 eae 


18 at 11 Ruskin chmbrs, 19i, 


at11.45 Off Rec, 26, 
Laces, Baas wo 
= at ll 
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Prout & Sem, Gosberton rd, Balham Deiifers March 9 
at 12.30 24, Railway app, London Bridg 
Ricwarpsoy, Cuanues, Nayland, Suffolk, Teac March 14 
at2 Off Kec, 36, Princes st, Ipswi wich 
Ross, Francis WiL.L1AM Edgware rd, Acton March 9 at 11 
bl Carey st 
Sompivener, Arthur, and Joun Scrivener, Sparkbrook, 
Birmingham, Bakers March 8 at 12 Ruskin chmbrs, 
191, Corporation st, Birmingham 
— Hewyry Tuomas, Luton, Hat Tip Manu- 
March 10 at 12.15 Chamber of Commerce, 
ove a Luton 
Bum, § TEPHEN Wixckwortu, Westminster mans, West- 
minster March 8 at 11 Bankruptcy blégs, Carey*st 
Srupsox, Artuur, Treforest, Glam, Travellmg Drarer 
March 8 at 12 135, High st, Merthyr Tydfil 
Smupsoy, Josepx, Harrogate March 13 at 2.30 Off Ree, 
The Red House, Luncombe pl, York 
Smrcurairn, Witt1am Percivan Netsertox, Mortimer st, 
Regent st, Coffee Rooms Proprietor March 9 at 12 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Sits, ALEXaspDeR, Peel st, Notting Hill March 10 at 11 
Bankru bidgs, Carey st 
Sreexs, ee Woetrile ‘Derby, Brickmaker’s Labourer 
March 8at3 Off Rec, 47, Fuil st, Derby 
Sroru, Exvuiott Baxter, Farnborough, Kent, Chemist 
March 8 at 11.30 24, Kailway app, London Bridge 
Tuomas, Ex1, Neath, Glam, Builder March 9 at 12.30 
Off rec, 31, Alexandra rd, Swansea 
Turine, Joun Hestuey, Victoria st March 9 at12 Bank- 
bidgs, Carey st 
Toryez, Joux, Beveley, Ketley, Wellington, Haulier 
March 11 at 11 Off Rec, 42, 8t John's hill, Shrewsbury 
West, Asuer, Eas! Hanney, Berks, Farmer March 8 at 12 
Onf Rec, 1, St Aldates, Oxford 
Wericart, Mavrics Dawaox, org amen ne March 
10. at 3 Off Rec, 14, Chapel st, Pr 
Yates, Mowracve, Walbrook theo “0 at 2.30 Bank- 
ruptcy bidg, Carey st 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
Apansox, Coanres, Lowestoft, Baker Gt Yarmouth Pet 
Pet 2% Ord Feb 24 


Basiow, Tuomas Grorce, Wimborne, Dorset, Carpenter 
Poole Pet Feb 24 Ord Feb wv 

Boots, Jon» ‘Lurrix, Emcee, Tide Auctioneer York 
Pet Feb 22 Ord Feb 2: 

Baickwe.t Heyry neue, Cheapside High Court Pet 
Dec 316 Ord Feb 24 

Buipoe, Wiis, All Saints, Hunts, Builder Peterborough 
Pet Feb24 Ord Feb 24 

Carter, ALrrep Groza, A sees Stock Broker Ipswich 
Pet Jan27 Ord Feb 

Cartes, James, te oe , Confectioner Warring- 
ton’ Pet Feb 24 Ord Feb 24 

Cuepzoy, Wittiam Henry, pea, Bristol, Builder 
Bustol Pet Feb17 Ord Feb 2 

CaowTHEB, SamueL Groncr, Haddereffela Commission 
Agent Huddersfield Pet Feb24 Ord Feb 24 

Dopp, Kicnarp Jerrexsox, Tottenham Court rd, Chemist 

Court Pet ¥eb 22 Ord Feb 25 
Expesxis, Tuomas, Chorlton on Medlock, Manchester. 
Perambulator Maker Manchester Pet Feb 9 Ord 


Feb 24 
Guadix Apvotrz, Middlesbrough, Picture Framer 
Middlesbrough Pct Feb 25 Ord Feb 25 


Hanzais, Cuaries, Welshpool, Montgomery, Fishmonger 
Newtown Pet Feb 22 Poni Feb 25 

Hawkey, Gzoscez Cates, Clapham, House Farnisher 

n Wand : Pet Le Ord “Half . + 

opGsos, JosErs Stock Broker 
Pet eb 3 Ord Feb Api 

Hoorsx, Sipwey Tuacxwe xt, A Coal Merchant 
Gloucester Pe: Feb24 Ord Feb 

Iurerr, Somer Cuances, St Someta Ramsgate, Brake 
Proprietor Canterbury Pet Feb17 Ord Feb 24 

as oes, Burnley, Carter Burnley Pet Feb 26 


Jacxsox, Jonx Wir11au, York, Licensed Victualler York 
Pet Feb 24 Ord Feb 24 
James, Bessamix, Gorseinon, Glam, Draper Swansea Pet 


eb 2 Ord Feb 23 
Jouzs, Tuomas, Little Wenlop, Salop, Farmer Madcley 


P ~—— ——- 2 
upp, CHARLES — Nottin, Notti 
> me i ottingham ottingham Pet 


Kieere, Stasiey : toll Beveley, nr Wellington, Baker 
Madeley Pet Feb 2% Ord Feb % 
st, Manufacturer 


Ksiout, Hexey Mawxixe, Fell st, Wood 
of Fancy High Court ’Pet Feb 3 Ord Feb 25 

a ‘62, Joux Roveut, West ea. Notts, Engineer 
N 7 Fes Feb 26, Ord Fob Feb 

Masty, > Austell, Cornw: ruro 
Pet Feb 2 Ord Feb 25 a — = 

Morzitr, c HARLES, Hartlepool), Music Hall Artist Sunder- 
land Pet Feb 23 Ord Feb 23 

Orro, Lzox arp Eoretos, and Wituam Wepeer Bexsetrt, 
snow Holborn viaduct, Motor Car Tyre Manufac- 
tarers Court Pett Feb7 Ord Feb 24 

Orme, aoe, Evae, Glam, Draper Pontypridd Pet Feb 


Perey, y ob any Waterford ri, Falham, Monumental 
P a hn ly . st pa % Ord Feb 23 
ORTEE, Liam Rares. rexham, Provisic 
Wrexham Pet Janis Ord Feb v4 % isco 
Stafford 


Powst., Wirtism, Penkridge, sta: Baddle 
‘ Pat Feb 23 Ort Feb 8” At . 
OwEi., Feascis Gronor, King W: 
a a - 16" Ord Web 4 g William st, Builder High 
waTT, Amos Beeriz, I ich, 

ae Phy pew Grocer Ipswich Pet Feb 


- — San ep alont, Yorks, Auctioneer Wakefield 


wee 6 ¥ 
RTS, MA1AM Binon, Bodf 
Booger Pe vedo "hed aw “+4 Flint, Schoolmaster 


Peano Wii KA, 
ie he Poh Viiatsn, Kgwase 14, Actor High Court 


Rodwell, Weymouth, Cab 
ee FA Pet Feb $s Ord Feb of 


Win, 


Dorchester 


Sirverwoop, Isaac, Hoyland Common, nr Barnsley 
Confectioner Barnsley Pet Feb 22 Ord Feb 24 
2 JosepH, Harrogate York Pet Feb 23 


Suits, Gzorczs Wit11am, Wedmore st, Upper Holloway, 
m Merchant h Court Pet Jan 10 Ord Feb 24 
Turner, Joan, Ketley, Wellington, Salop, Haulier Madeley 
Pet Feb 23 Ord Feb 23 
Warvyer, Georce, and Toomas GREENFIELD Tasker, Gt 
Grimsby, Boxwood Saw Mull Proprietors Gt Grimsby 
Pet Feb 22 Ord Feb 22 
Wass, , GrorGE, Derby, Builder Derby Pet Feb 23 Ord 


Weaicut, Grorcr, Hay Mills, Vane, Coal Dealer Bir- 
mingham Pet Jan 30 Ord Feb 

Wray, Epwarp Brakes, St Swithin's 8s ln, Public Company 
Director High Court PetOct10 Ord Feb 24 


London Gazette.—Fripay, March 3. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Arxrysoy, Apert, Kingston upon Hull, Commercial 
ae Kingston upon H Pet March 1 Ord 
reh 1 


Bacon, Jony, Wolverhampton, Coal Dealer Wolverhemp- 
ton Pet March1 Ord March 1 , 

Beckwitu & Co, Hottayp, Columbia rd, Hackney rd High 
Court Pet Feb4 Ord Feb 28 

BEDINGFIELD, Gzorcr CorNnEtius, Oulton Broad, Suffolk, 
Hay Dealer Gt Yarmouth Pet Feb28 Ord Feb 28 

Bemister, CHARLES WILLIAM, Worthing, Commercial Clerk 
Brighton Pet Feb 28 Ord Feb 28 

Berzing*, Epwarp, Bury, General Dealer Halifax Pet 
Feb 27 Ord F:b 27 

Bowyes, Joun, Winsford, General Dealer Crewe Pet Feb 
28 Ord Feb 26 


Briex_ey, JOsErH, fae Tinplate Worker Oldham 
Pet Feb 27 Ord Feb 

Brapixe, W, Chapel st, Islington, Fishmonger High Court 
Pet Jan’? Ord Feb 

Brown, GrorGe Tuomas t Upton Scudamore, Wilts Frome 
Pet March 1 Ord March 1 

Brypon, Wit11am, Cambridge parade, Twickenbam, Wine 
Merchant Brentford Pet Feb25 Ord Feb 25 

Canter, BR, Southampton, Draper Southampton Pet Feb 
7 Ord Feb 27 

Case, Samvuet, Newport, Mon, Fried Fish Merchant New- 
port, Mon Pet March1 Ord March 1 

Crakk, Georce Josern, Nuding rd, samen, Scots 

Clerk High Court Pet Feb ie Ord Feb 2 

Coox, Tuomas, Brandon, Durham, Club tel Durbam 

Pet Feb 27 Ord Feb 27 

Copz, CHARLES, ae Rutland, Ironmonger Leicester 

Pet Marchi Ord March 1 

Cross, Wa.trer, Dukinfield, Cheshire, Practical Builder 

Ashton under Lyne Pet ‘Feb 10 Ord Feb 27 

Dart, Witiram Joun, and Henry Wi.i1am Cargss Pourarp, 

Fae og Devon, Contractors Plymouth Pet Feb 28 

r 

Day, Wituiam Suva. Pataghem, Jeweller Birmingham 

Pet Feb 28 Ord Feb 28 

Dewey, CoygaD, Hatton garden, Holborn circus, Conquer 

Director High Court Pet Feb1 Pet Feb 2 

Drew, ALrkep, Dowlais, Glam, Plumber SMarthyr Tydfil 

Pet Feb 27° Ord Feb 27 

Eart, Witiiam CHARLES, a= Foe a. Ccal Dealer 

Gt Yarmouth Pet Feb27 Ord Feb 

Epwanrps, Jouy, Tettenhal), Staffs, Cutler” Wolverhampton 

Pet Feb 27 Ord Feb 27 

Ercnes, Ricuarp Dop, Liverpool, Licensed Victualler 


Live 1 Pet Feb 28 Ord Feb 28 

ee ours, Leeds, Butcher Leeds Pet Feb 27 Ord 
e 

Fietcuer, Witiuiam Row.anpv, Nottingham, Grocer 


Nottingham Pet Febil Ord Feb 27 

Girt, Jons Wiiiam, Huddersfield, Fancy Draper 

Huddersfield Pet March 1 Ord March 1 

Gienceoss, Jonn Wittiam Crawey i Aldershot 

Guildford Pet Jan 30 Ord Feb 28 

GooprizLp, paenen, Leeds, Fruit Hawker Leeds Pet 

Feb 27 Ord Feb 27 

Hixp, Joux Grorce, Mansfield, Notts, Tailor Nottiogham 

Pet Feb 28 Ord Feb 28 

Howarp, Marcaeer Boy Holland rd, Holland Park 
High Court Pet Feb 28 Ord Feb 28 

Howanp, Many, Sheffield, Licensed Victualler Sheffield 

Pet Feb27 Ord Feb 27 

Hows & Tuywanp, Three Crown sq, Borou ph, Pe Mer- 

chants High Court Pet Feb 23 Ord 

Hucues, Artuur Davip Liewe.iys, Mile - Ton ‘own, Sheer- 

ness, Watchmaker Rochester Pet Feb 25 Ord Feb 25 

Increm, Mantis Lutner, New Milton, 80, Sou pton, 

Cycle Engineer Southampton Pet Feb 27 Ord Feb 27 

Japzrett, Faaxk Merepitu, Wallington Croydon Pet 

Pet March 1 Ord March 1 

Joxzs, Epwanp, Oswestry, Greengrocer Wrexham Pet 

Feb 27 Ord Feb 27 

Key, James, Consett, Durham, Innkeeper Newcastle on 
Tyne Pet March1 Ord March 1 

Keyyox, Ricuarp, Blackburn, Coal Dealer Blackburn 
Pet Feb 27 Ord Feb 27 

Kieren, Justis Saivii, Warwick Warwick Pet Jan 10 
Ord Feb 25 

Lagwes, Vincest Hangnisox, Glencoe mans, Brixton 
Traveller in Wines High Court Pet Jan 28 ond 

March 1 

Lewis, Jouxs Jaues, Folkestone, Masseur Canterbury 

Pet March 1 Ord March 1 

Lycert, Faaxcis Witisam, Erdington, Warwick, Skin 

mee * Manager Birmingham Pet March 1 Ord 

arch 1 

Masvos, Exxest Cuanies, Ferndown, Hampreston, Dorset 

Poole Pet Feb 27 Ord Feb 27 

Meravows, Witttan Corros, Joun Srxane Meapows, and 

Ricnarp &reaxe Menvows, Coventry, Bakers Coventry 

Pet Feb 26 Ord Feb % 

Mosier, Taomuas, Bedford hill, aan Commixsion Agent 

hi 


High Court Pet Janw Ord 
a Josern. 


Newet.t, Tuomas, jane, Stafford, Furniture Dealer 
Stoke on Trent Pet Feb 28 Ord Feb 28 

PatFraMaNn, Joun Artuux, Thorpe Willoughby, Yorks, 
Farmer York Pet Feb 27 Ord Feb 27 

Parry, Cuarues, Kidwelly, Seementien, Collier Car- 

en Pet Feb 28 Ord Feb 28 

Parry, Wituiam GRIFFITHS, eeenet gins, Acton Hill 
Brentford Pet Feb 28 Ord Feb 28 

Penney, JosepH GrorGe, Upton lo, Forest Gate, Tailor 
High Court Pet March 1 Ord March 1 

Porsam, Harey, Newporr, Mon, Baker 
Pet Feb 18 Ord March 1 

Prick, ArtHuR Joun, Neath, Glam, Traction Engine 
Driver Aberavon Pet Feb 27 Ord Feb 27 

Rivers, Gorge Cuarves, Gresham st, General Merchant 

gh Court Pet Feb 28 Ord Feb 28 
sana = spenann, Lianelly High ony Pet Jan 2 Ord 
‘eb § 

Saxton, Henry, ny Yorks, Farmer Sheffield Pet 
Feb 28 Ord Feb 

Sincer, Samoz., Wolverhampton, Tailor Wolverhampton 
Pet Feb 27 Ord Feb 

Wicurams, Freperick, - a Glam, Cullier Cardiff 
Pet Feb 28 Ord Feb 28 

Wittuiams, Georce Avucostus, Stroud, Glos, Licensed 
Victualler Gloucester Pet Feb 27 Ord Feb 27 

Wittiamson, A, Brighton, Fancy Goods Dealer Pet Feb 
18 Ord Feb 27 

WI1LxI8, CHABLE3 FisHer, Cheltenham, Butcher Cheltenham 
Pet Feb 27 Ord Feb 27 


FIRST MEETINGS, 


ince, Cuaruzs, Lowestoft, Baker Marth llat 1 Off 
ing st, Norwich 

Baw om, James, Exford, Somerset, Hotel Proprietor March 
11 at 12.15 94, High st, Barnstaple 

Beckwith & Houiaxp ee a.  eeeeay rd 
March 16 at 1 eens ee Cane 

Bemister, Coagtes WILLIAM, ng, Crasmercial Clerk 
March 16 at 10.30 4, Pavilion bldgs, Brighton 

Bemaose, Grorce Axpesr, Gt Gmmsby, Boller Maker 
March 14at11 Off Rec, 15, Osborne st, Gt Grimsby 

i * Epw sr ano, Bury, General Dealer March 15 at 3 


Newport, Mon 


rs, Halifax 
Buake, _ beers Tusner, South Shields, Auctioneer 
March 11 at11 Off Rec, 30, Mosley st, Newcastle on 


Tyne 

BuaDiso, W, Chapel st, Islington, Fishmonger March 14 

atl Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

me... ®. WILLIAM ALFRED, (io Norfolk, Baker 

March 11 at 12.30 Off Bec, 8, King st, Norwich 

Carter, James, Runcorn, Cheshire, Marine Engineer 
March 11 at 10.30 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

Crarke, GeorGe Josern, Nuding rd, Lewisham, Mercantile 
Clerk March 13 at 12.30 Sediseoter bldgs, Carey st 

Dart, Wituam Jouy, and enky Wi.iiamM Carss 

Potuarp, Paignton, Devon, Contractors March 14 at 

11 Off Rec, 6, Atheneum ter, Plymou' 

Dewey, Connab, Hat‘on gardea, Holborn circus, Company 

Director March 14 at 1230 Bankruptcy pidge, 

Carey st 

E.peskix, Tomas, Chorlton on Medlock, Manchester, 

Perambulator Maker Murch llat1l Off Rec, Byrom 

st, Manchester 

Fisnen, Lours, Leeds, Butcher March 15 at 11.30 Off 

, Park row, Leeds 

GoopriELp, AsraHam, Leeds, Fruit Hawker March 15 at 

11 Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 

Goop1nGs, WILLIAM, Camilla rd, sumentny March 14 at 

12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Harzis, Cuaries, Welshpool, Montgomery,: Fishmonger 

March 24 at 10.30 1, igh st, Newtown 

Hawkey, Georce Caxzp, High st, Clapham, House Fur- 

a 15 at 11.30 24, Railway app, London 

ridge 

Hoorrr, Sipney THackweE wt, Gloucester, Coal Merchant 

March 11 at 12 Off Rec, Station rd, Gloucester 

Hucues, ArTaur a= Lugweu yx, Mile Town, Sheer- 

ness, Kent, r March 20at1130 116, High 

at, Recheer 

Jackson, James, Shildon, Durham, Painter March 15 at 3 

Off Kee, 3, — pl, Sunderland 

JESSON, ox, Joseri, Be — at Hill, Eastcheap, ious Factor 

h 13 at 12 ruptcy bldgs, Curey st 

JONES, ae Blaina, Innkeeper March 13 at 3 135, 

High st, Merthyr Tydfil 

Jonxs, y eters Moszs, Cardiff, Beciietes March 15 at 

11 Off Rec, 117, 8t Mary st, C 

Jupp, CHABLES Epwix, Hyson mp ;Nottinghiam, Fish 

Dealer March l4at 11 Off Rec, 4, Castle pl, Park st, 

Nottingham 

Kartreens, Watter WitiiAm. Gt Marlborough st, Regent 

st, Furrier 15 at i2 Bankruptcy bidgs, ‘Carey st 

Maur, Apotrnus, Mount Charles, 8t Austell, Cornwall, 
Builder March 13 at 12 Off Rec, Boscawen st, Truro 

McGavis, W Parrick, Mitcham March 15 at 12.30 24, 

Railway app, London Bridge 

Mann, James Osporne, Derby, Yeast Merchant's Traveller 

March 11 at 11 Off Ree, 47, Full st, Derby 

Mantys, Hensy Fiowrs, Leadenhall st, Duplicating 

a Maker March 15 at 11 Bankruptcy bldgs, 


ae Hewry, Sand Hutton, nr Thirsk, York 
Farmer March 20 at 11. 1.20 Court House, Northate 


lerton 
Monnirtr, C escinne Side: Music Hall Artist March 
16at% Off Kec, 3, Manor pl, Sunderland 
Moss, Davip, Elder av, Crouch End, Diamond Broker 
March 15 at 2.30 Bankrupte bldgs. Carey st 
ke Josern, =~ st, Shoreditch, Tailur March 13 at 
Bank kruptey ldgs, Carey st 
Duan Ayn, Ynyskir, Giam, Draper, Widow March 14 at 
12 135, High st, "Merthyr Tydfil 
Owen, Gusorre SuMMEKVIELD, Fazakerley, nr Liverpool, 
Commercial Traveller March 14 at 12 Off Rec, 35, 
Victoria wt, Live 





“yy st, Bhoreditch, Taily High Cowt 
‘eb 








et Keb 21 “Ord 





Parenaman, Joun Anrnauu, Thorpe Willoughby, Yorks, 
Farmer ~ eee Off Rec, The Red House, Dun* 
combe pl, ¥ 
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Permit, RicuarD Doveras, Cherryhinton, Cambridge, 
Builder March 13 at 1239 Off Rec, 5, Petty Cury, 
Cambridge 
Pountney, Cuaistorner, Bewdley, Worcester March 14 
4 2.30 Messrs Marvy Hemingway & Son, Solicitors, 


Sitverwoop, Isaac, Hoyland Common, nr Barnsley, 
ectioner March 13 at 10.15 Off Rec, 7, Regent 

st, Barnsley 

Wison, Grorcr, Radbourne, Derby, Builder March 11 at 
11.80 Off Rec, 47, Full st, Derb i 

WI1son, Horner, Higher Broug ton, nr Manchester, 
Commission Agent March 11 at11.30 Off Rec, Byrom 
st, Manchester 

Witson, Matrarw, Headingley, Leeds, Builder March 15 
at 12 Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


ATKINSON, Seams, Kingston upon Hull, Commercial 
fraveller Kingston upon Hull Pet March 1 Ord 
March 1 


Bacoy, Jonx, Wolverhampton, Coal Dealer Wolver- 
hampton Pet March1 Ord March 1 

Beptxarigtp, Gzorce Corne.ivs, Oulton Broad, Suffolk 
Hay Dealer Gt Yarmouth Pet Feb28 Od Feb 24 

Berutwer, Fpwarp, Bury, General Dealer Halifax Pet 
Febzi Ord Feb 27 

Bownes, som Winsford, General Dealer Crewe Pet Feb 


28 Ord Feb 28 
BRIERLEY, JOSEPH, im, Tinplate Worker Oldham 
Pet Feb 27 Ord Feb 27 


Brown, Grorce Tpenee, © ton Seudamore, Wilts Frome 
Pet March 1 rd March 1 

Case, SAMUEL, basin Mon, ott Fish Merchant 
Newporr. Mon Pet March 1 1 


Crarke. GeorGcE Josepx, Old B.. st, Mercantile Cierk 
High Court Pet Feb27 Ord Feb 27 
Coox, ‘THomas, 


Willington Durham, Club Manager 
Durham Pet Feb 27 


Leicester 


e Ord Fe 

Corr, Cuaries, Oakham, Bale _ 
Pet March1 Ord 1 

Drew, Atrrep, Dowlais,Glam, Plumber Merthyr Tydfil 
Pet feb 27° Ord Feb 27 

Earv, WittraM Cuaries, Bungay, Suffolk, Coal Dealer Gt 
Yarmouth Pet Feb27 Ord Feb 27 

ane, Arrtaur Joun, Surbiton, Wharf Dicnine Kingston, 

Pet Feb 20 Ord March 1 
ae. = thuaine Don, Lineman, cee Victualler 
Liverpool Pot Feb 28 Ord F 

Ficmer, Marcaret EvizaBerts, High 4 Tottenham, Boot 
Factor Eamonton Pet Feb 3 Ord Feb 27 

Fisuer, Louis, Leeds, Butcher Leeds Pet Feb 27 Ord 
Feb 27 

Git, Joun Wiitram, Huddersfield, Fancy Draper 
Huddersfield Pet Marchi Ord rd March 1 

——-  Gooene, | Leeds, Fruit Hawker Leeds Pet 
Feb ‘eb 2 

Hinp, seen Grorece, pens, Notts, Tailor Nottingham 
Pet Feb 28 Ord Feb 

Howarp, MARGARET dll Holland Bnd Holland Park 
Hight Court Pet Feb 28 Ord Feb 

Howagp, Mary, Sheffield, Licensed Victualler Sheffield 
Pet Feb27 Ord Feb 27 

Huoues, ARTHUR Davin LitEwkt.yy, Mile Town, Sheerness, 
Kent, Watchmaker Rochester Pet Feb 25 Ord Feb 25 

InGREM, Martin eon Bashley, New Milton SO, South- 
ampton, Cycle Engineer Southampton Pet Feb 27 
Ord Feb 27 

Jongs, Epwarp, Oswestry, Greengrocer Wrexham Pet 
Feb 27 Ord Feb 27 

Jones, Taomas Bocktey, Lianf 
Newtown Pet Feb 6 Ord 

Jonzs, Witt1am Moses, Cardiff, Bookbinder Cardiff Pet 
Feb 21 Ord March 24 

Katz, Jack, Richmond rd, Mare st, Hackney, Gen 

Wareho' 


iyllin. | Montgomery, Grocer 


erab 
useman High Court Pet. July 28 Ord Feb 27 


Kenyon, Rionarp, eo Coal Dealer Blackburn 
Pet Feb 27 Ord Feb 

Lewis, Joun Jamzs, Folkestone, Maseeur Canterbury 
Pet March 1 Ord March 1 

Loy, Ropert Piper, Yafforth, nr emcee Northal- 
jerton Pet Jan'18 Ord Feb 2 

Maney, Faeperick Oscar, and a Aytnony Masey, 
Fench st, Restaurant Keepers High Court Pet 
Jan 4 Ord Feb 27 

Makrpon, oy: Cuarvzs, Ferndown, Hampreston, Dorset 
Poole Pet Feb27 Ord Feb 27 

sacneue. Wamau Corroy, Joun Stzant Meppows, and 
Ricuarp STEANE Meppows, Coventry, Bakers 
Coventry Pet Poot 28 Ord Feb 28 

Naruan, Josepu, High st, Shoreditch, Tailor High Court 
Pet Feb 27 Ord Feb 27 

Newe.t, Taomas, Longton, oe Dealer Stoke upon 
Trent Pet Feb 28 Ord F 

Owen, Gairrita SumMERFIEL >, ,_—— nr Liverpool, 
Commercial Traveller Liverpool Pet Jan 6 Ord 
Feb 27 

Patrramay, Jonn Arntnur, Thorpe bt ae Yorks, 
Farmer Yorks Pet Feb 27 Ord Feb 27 

Parry, Cuarixs, Kidwelly, Carmarthen, Collier Carmarthen 
Pet Keb 28 Ord Feb x8 

Penney, Joszru Grorar, Upton In, Forest Gate, Tailor 
High G.urt Pet March 1 Ord March 1 

Prick, Arrnur Joun, Neath, Glam, Grocer Aberavon 
Pet Feb 27. Ord Feb 27 

anes, Craw Wiriam, Park st, Hyde Park High 

Pet Nov 4 Ord Feb 27 

mee. Henay, Tickhill, Yorks, Farmer Sheffield Pet 

Feb 28 Ord Feb 28 

Simp ae Arrnun, Treforest, Glam, Travelling Draper 

Pon! dd PetJani6 Ord Feb 27 

Guana, io. Wolverhampton, Tailor Wolverhampton 
Pet Feb 27 Ord Feb 28 

Sricer, Epwin, North Worple Way, spate, Builder 
Wandsworth Pet Decl? Ord Fe 

Winitama, Farperick, aapenenre, a. Collier Cardiff 


Pet Feb 28 Ord Feb 
Winiiams, Geonaxr Av i atus, Stroud, Glos, Licensed 
Victualler Gloucester Pet Feb 27 Ord Feb 27, 


Wiuis, Cuaries Fisser, Cheltenham, Butcher Chelten- 
ham Pet Feb 27 


London Gazetite.—Turspay, March 7. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


AxisTER, Joux, Grange over Sands, Lancs, Builder Barrow 
ia Forness Pet March& Ord March 3 

Barxsaivce, Francis, Seotforth, Lancs, Farmer Preston 
Pet March 3 Ord March 3 


Brrstry, Artuur, Coalville, Leicester. Boot Maker Burton 
on Trent Pet March 2 Ord March 2 

BrapDtey, gs 3, Barrow ia Furness, Soaieyeat Barrow in 
Furness Pet March3 Ord March 

Bupp, yg Wednestield, Brass Caster Wolverhampton 
Pet March'4 Ord March 4 

Botier, Wiiuiam Henry, rr Sword Scabbard 

aker Birmingham "Pet March 4 Ord March 4 


Carper Jonx, Armley, Leeds, Engine Driver Leeds Pet 
March 1 Ord March 1 

CLoveu, Josers,. Balifax, Painter Halifax Pet March 2 
Ora March 2 

Davies, Joseru, 8t Clears, Carmarthen, Licensed Victualler 
Carmarthen Pet March2 Ord March 2 

Davirs, Witt1am LLewz.iyryx, Dowlair, Glam, Ironmonger 
Merthyr Tycfil Pet March 2 Ord Mar.h'2 

E.priper, Hersrat, Mount View rd, Crowh Hill High 
Court Pet Dec7 Ord March 3 

Farrpank, Epwarp ArrTsur, he 

» aren mig? on? tle Ord Mare . if 1k, Deal B 

REEMAN, Jouy, Cre ju ~ er 
St Fdmunds Pet Feb 98 Ord Feb rnd 

am. Ge, Bopert WIM, ye Lang Baker Kingston, 

Pet March 4 Ord March 4 

BERT, James st, — | ed Store Merchant 

rdiff Pet Feb 20 Ord Mare 

Fraxcis Henrseat, ao Surrey, Licensed 

Victualler Kingston, Surrey Pet March 3 Ord 


Hau, Wiriiam, Penrhiweeiber, Glam, Collier Pontypridd 
Pet March 3 Ord March3 


Hensuaw, Artaus Tuomas Wayte, Prior’s House, St 
.James’ ct High Court Pet Feb 1t Ord March 4 

Houanp, Marrazw James, Marpool, Heanor, Derby, 
Grocer’s Assistant Derby Pet March 1 Ord March 1 

Hoimes, Coartes Epwarp, Burat Tree, nr ae 
Worcester, Clerk Dudley Pet March 4 Ord March 4 

Homes, Wituram, Derby, Labourer Derby Pet March 2 
O.d March 2 

Issotsox, Haxoup A, Hill st, Berkeley sq High Court 
Pet Feb3 Ord March 3 

Iawiy, Txomas. Tanfield, pa, Cartwright Newcastle 
on Tyne Pet March’ March 2 

Jones, Daviv, Tonna, nr Woot, Glam, Collier Aberavon 
Pet March 3 Ord March 3 

Layacuey, Witttam Epwarp, Fordingbridge, Suthenginn, 
Grocer Salisbury Pet March 4 Ord March 

Lock. ro Wi iam, Glastonbury, Grocer Wells Pet 
Feb 21 Ord March 4 

San Tuomas, March, catalan, Fruiterer Peter- 
oy | Pet March 2 d March 2 

Morean Te | Aberystwyih Painter Aberystwyth 
Pet March 3 


March 
a > _ nt Aba, hton, Haberdasher Brighton 
etMarch 8 Ord Merck 3 
ae. . Davison, Rotherfield, Sussex, Butcher 
Tunbridge Wells Pet March 1 Ord March i 
Parkinson, Joun Hersert, Horncastle, Hairdresser 
Lincoln Pet March3 Ord March 3 
Purprs, a. Eckington, Derby, cme Agent 
Chesterfield Pet March3 Ord 


Porrer, Tuomas Buapess, Eaglescliffe a we = 
Blacksmith Stockton on Tees Pet March 2 Ord 


Mill Manager 


March 2 

Puau, Cuarves, Haverfordwest, Cattle Dealer Pembroke 
Dock Pec March 2 Ord March 2 

Rarxsow, Tomas, Chalton, Beds, Builder Luton Pet 
March? Ord M March 3 

Rerp, James Grorae, Surrey In, Battersea, Builder 
Wandsworth Pet Feb 8 01d March 

Rickuvuss, Harry, New Basford, Notts, Boot Factor Not- 
tingham Pet March1 Ord March 1 

Ripenares, Frep, Levenshu'lme, or aan, Cloth 

Agent "Manchester Pet Feb 18 Ord March 3 

Ropaon, Joun Atrrep, New Shildon, County Durham, 
Painter Durham Pet Feb 16 Ord March 2 

Romovirz, Marks, Steward st, tield st, Mantle Manu- 


facturer High Court Pet Feb6 Ord March? 
ScuuLze eon , Noble st High Court Pet Feb 21 Ond 


Suteman, Josern Rosinson, Sunierlaud, Grocer Sunder- 
land Pet March 2 Ord March 2 
Gums, Js Josepx, Hoyland Common, nr Pc Miner 
ore eamaler ey Pet March 4 da Se Sys 
TEVENS, ILuram, Count all, Sprin ens 
Court Pet Feb1 Ord “March peng * 
Struppy, Henry Epwarv oe +i Sterndale rd, West 
Kensiagton —v ye Pet Feb3 Ord March 2 
Serseapek ie Ratrn G 8, Elm Park mans, Park walk, 
Chelsea High Court Pet Feb 14 Ord March 2 
Voisry, W J C, Fish 4" Bristol, Ironmonger Bristol 
Pet Feb 28 Ord 
Weismann, yy! Tuanrr, Dowsby, za, Farmer Peter- 


"g ch 4 Ord Maro 
Wiuuis, &..., Eryest, Suan ood * hittle rt, Cambs, 
Physician Cambr arch 4 


Pet Feb1 Onl 
Wison, = ff, Grocer Cardiff Pet March 2 
arch 2 
Wisox, Josgrn, Gt Milton, Oxford, Licensed Victualler 
Aylesbury Pet March 4 Ord Match 4 
Wooowarn, Cuaries Hreyry Wervemanaten: Cycle 
Repairer Wolverhampton Pet March 4 Ord March 4 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Amprosz, Wittiam, Westbourne, pean, 
Agent March 16 at 4 Off Reo, Midland I — pe 





High Wi Southampton 
om pases reed Qt Barrow, nr Chester, Butler 
8 Crypt chmbrs, Eastgate row, Chester 





ATKINSON Kingston 
Traveller Mar March 15 at 11 


B33 Hall, Commercial 

Ree, Trinity House in, 

maces, fom Wolver! , Coal Dealer March 24 at 11 
Rec, Wolver 


mt, Tuomas Grorcr, Wimborne, Dorset, Carpenter 
py tie Off Rec, Midland Bank chmbrs, High 


B ~" G at pSoee Date March 17 
ENNETT, GEORGE EDWIN 
at 12/30 24 Bailway sop, bot don Br senile 


Bownxs, Jonny, Winsford, 
Royal Hotel, Crewe 
Berrroy, Henry, Thorney Dyke, Low oe Farmer 
March 17 at 11.45 Law Courts, Peterbo: 
Baowy, Grores Tuomas, omy Scudamore. W March 
15 at 11.30 Off Ree, 26, win st, Bristol 
Canwarpen & Puppey. Sutton Court rd, Garth, Builders 
16 at 12 Off Rec, 14, Bedford 
Canrpss, Jonny, ey. Leeds, Deteer March 16 at 
Ii Off Rec. 22 Park ee 
CaRTER, Rk, Southampton, D 
Ree, Midland Bank quben High st, erry 
Cuovan, JOSEPH, a —— ater Mat 
Townhall chm’ 


—_ rr Brandon, “4 Club 
3.30 Off Rec, 3, Manor pl, 8un 


Onna! Gants, Oakham, Rut Ironmonger March 15 at 
3 Off Rec, Berridge st, Leicester 

Davies, Josera, St Clears, Carmarthen, Victualler 
March 18 at 11.45 Off Rec, 4, cateey 


Derpysnire, Ratpx Evian, Crewe, Baker March 16 at 
3.45 Royal Hotel, 

Dowxes, Jouy, Sheffield, Boot Maker March 15 at 12 Off 
Ree, Figtree | in, Sheffield 

Ear., WILLIAM "= erg Coal Dealer March 18 
atl Off Rec, 8, K 

East, Antavr Joux, Surbiton, Wharf = = March 16 
at 12.30 24, Railwa =i = 

Eow sme Jony, Wolk 17 at 12.30 
Off Ree, Wavabsegee® 

Gungeen.: Senn, Creeting St Mary, Suffolk, Dealer March 
Qlat2 Off Rec, 36, 5, Princes st, Ipswich 

Git, Cuartes Ricaarp, Shelfield, Staffs, Milliner March 
17 at 11.30 Off Ree, Saowtela. Pane 

Grit, Joux WiLi1am, a vadderstcla ncy Draper March 
So 3 Off Rec, Prudential bldgs, New st, Hudders- 


GotpserG, Apotpa, Middlesbrough, Picture Framer March 
17at 1230 Off Rec, 8, Albert rd, Middlesbrough 
Gropzinsky, Hymay, and JosEru FREEDMAN, Bedford st, 
St 's in the East, Bakers March 16 at 11 
Shay then, Carey st 

Hatt, Grorcs Francis, Chesterfield, Coal Dealer March 
17at 1.30 Angel Hotel, Chesterfield 

Hammond, ALFRED, Leicester, Hat Manufacturer March 15 
ati2 Off Ree, 1. Berridge st, Leicester 

er Groner, Kilburn Ip, Potato Salesman March 17 

Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 








Recognised 
MARKET for 
ORIENTAL 


CARPETS 
and RUGS 


LARGEST SELECTION 
IN THE WORLD 


Compare Prices 


Tottenham Court Road London 


MAPLE & CO 











342 





THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


March 11, 1905. 








Hoop, Aurrep, jun, Gravelly Hill, Warwick, Brewer's 
’ Traveller March’ 15 at i 191, Corporation st, Bir- 


Howarp, Marcaret Cuivre, = and Cambridge mans 
Edgware rd March 20 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, 


st 
Howazp, Mary, Sheffield, Licensed Vigour March 15 


at1230 Of Figtree In, aeems 
Hows & Tuwwarp, a, Fruit Mer- 
chants March 17 at 2. ro ) anaereptay bidgs, Carey st 
How, Jauzs Esenezer, Walsall, General t March 


l7ati2 Off Rec, Wolverhampton 


ae Martix Luruer, Bash! New Milton 
ee. © noon Engineer 16at5 Off ie 
brs, High st, Southampton 

Sena tee Tuomas, Tanfield, Durham, Cartwright March 15 
at 11.30 Off Rec, 30, Mosky st, Newenstie on Tyne 

James, Bens amin, Gorseinon, Glam, ee Draper March 
16at12 Off Rec, 31, Alexan wansea 

JaRrett, Frank Seezenevn, Wablegien Maren 17 at 11.30 

y app, London Bridge 

Jonxzs, Epwagp, Oswestry, Greengrocer March 15 at 10.30 
The Priory, Wrexham 

—_ Wits Davin, Cwm, Mon, Boot Dealer March 15 

at 12 135, High st, Merthyr Tydfil 


aa, James, Consett, Durham, Lee sy March 15 at 
Off Rec, 30, Mosley at, Newcastle on Tyne 


mts. ma a James, “7 1d, oni, 3 ned March 


68, Castle st, Can 
eveaann, + BR. Cw ” West Bridgford, Notts, otts, Engineer 
otting- 


se at 11 Off Ree. 4, Castle pl, Park st, N 
Sian: cr Cuar.es, Ferndown, Ham m, Dorset 
March 16 at 4.30 Off Rec, Midland chmbrs, 


a: n 
Meppows, WILLIAM See, Jonx Steane Meppows, and 
RD ST£ANE Meppows, Coventry, Bakers March 
15 at n Off Rec, 8, High st, Coventry 
nee Viouzt ADA, "Brighton, Baberdasher March 16 
at10.45 4, Pavilion blogs, Brighton 


Newsy, Jonx Wituir, Sheffield, Fruiterer March 15 at 1 
‘Ree, in, Sheffield 
Nicuoras, Wuirriztp, Newport, Giocer Maich 15 at 12.30 
off Ww chmbs, Newport, Mc n 
Nosiz, Barsy, “~~ e on Tyne, Chi 
12 Off Rec, 30, Mosley st, Newcastle on Tyne 
Oakey, Fee hong Wolverhampton March i7 rat ll Off 


ec, 
Parxisox, Jonx a Horncas'‘le, Hai:dre:ser March 
15 at 12 Off Rec, 1. Silver st, Liecoin 
Parry, Cuar_es, Kidwelly, Carmarthen, ae March 18 
atll Off Rec, 4, Queen st, Carmarth 
Pressey, Joseri Groror, U ~— in, Forest Gate, Tailor 
March 15 at 11 bankruptcy b lags, Carey st 
Puen, Gnanzs, Haverfordwest. Cattle Dealer March 17 
at 2 Temperance Hall, Pembroke Dock 
PMR Farp, Manchester, vloth Agent March 15 at 
3 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 
Rivers, Grorce Guanes, Gresham st, East India Merchant 
‘March 16 at 2 30 Bankru woy bldg, Carey st 
Roserts, WittiAmM Stow, Flint, Schoolmaster 
March 15 at 12 Crypt pew ng Eastgate row, Chester 
Row ey, Ropert Waxnp, Rodwell, Weymouth, Cab Pro- 
prietor March I6at 1 Off Rec, City chmbrs, Endless 
st, Salisbury 
Smuums, CHastes Rorerr, Hartley Wintney, Hants, 
Nu March 15 at 12.30 Chamber of Com- 
mere?, 145, Cheapside 
caer | Sanvet, Woiverrampton, Tailor March 24 at 11.30 
Off Rec, Wolverham 
Srarrozp, Wi.iian, Birmingham, Licensed Victualler 
March 17 st 11 191, Corporation st, Birmingham 
Srevers, Wiiiiam, amg foggy , Spring gardens March 15 
at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldge, Carey st 
Torresuam, Ratpu @ 8, Him Park mans, Park walk, 
Chelsea March 16 at it. Bastenpeey bilge, Onsey st 
Leer = Cc, PE gag ts l, Ironmonger March 15 
at ll Off Rec, 26, Baldwin ‘st Bristol 
wegen Gronce ‘Avevsros, Stroud, Glos, Licensed Vic- 
w tualler va Brighton, Pavey 0 Station rd, Gloucester 
TLLIAMSON, ‘ancy Goods Dealer March 2 
at 12 Teckinpter biden ¢ Carey st 
Wrwxs, Cuaistoruze Joux, Pontypool, Mon, Carpenter 
March i6 at1 Off Rec, Westgate chmbrs, Newport, 


Amended notice sulxtituted for that published in 
the London Gazetie of Feb 2: 


SHACKLETOx, ned Pe Luton, Hat Tip Manufacturer 


March 10 at 12 Chamber of Commerce, George st, 
Latoa 
ADJUDICATIONS. 
Beestzy, <Artnie, Coalville, Leicester, Boot Maker 


Bartoa on Trent Pet March 2 Ord March 2 
Batxpriver, Fraxcis, pees, Farmer Preston Pet 
March 8 Ord March 3 


Bewsrer, Coartes Witttam, Worthing, Pees 
Clek 5B 


Pet Feb 28 Ord March 
Bexyett, Cuasizes, New Broad st High Court Pet 
Jan 27 Ord March 3 


Braces, Wiit1am Tvexer, Jarrow on Tyne. Auctioneer 
Newcastle on Tyne Pes Feb 25 Ord March 2 

Baapuer, Jous, Barrow in Furness, oaene Barrow in 
Furness Pet March 3 Ord March 

Barpos, Wit114m, Cambridge « Se Wine 
Merchant Brentford Pet Feb 25 Ord Feb 26 

Bose Arezp, Thatched fy Club, St James’s st 


pe p Pet Nov il Ord Feb 6 Leste 
Jaupze, Joux, Armiey, Leeds, Engine Driver Pe 
March 1 Ord March 1 


Croves, Josurn, Halifax, Painter Halifax Pet March 2 
March 


Dast, Wi1114m Jous, and Hexey Witt1am Carss Pottanp 

een, Deven, Conmtzactors Plymouth Pet Feb B 

Davius, Wactane Lazweitrx, Dowlais, Glam, Ironmonger 
Tyifl Pet March2 Ord 3 Ord March's 
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gE. MERRYWEATHERS’ “ VALIANT mg STEAM, 
PUMP} AT WORK. 


FIRE ENGINE MAKERS 





MERRYWEATHER 


To COUNTRY MANSIONS, ESTATES, &c. 


Earl Fitz 
Lord Gifford. 
Lord Pirbright. 


Wilberforce —_, Faq. 


Write for Illustrated Pamphlet No. 8290. 
MERRYWEATHER & SONS, 63, LONG ACRE, W.C., LONDON, 


ECTION and WATER SUPPLY 


The *‘ VALIANT ’’ is adapted for every kind of 
Pumping Work, including— 

Fire Protection, 

Water Supply to Houses and Farms, 

Watering Cattle, 

Pumping Out Ponds, 

Irrigating Land, 

Watering Lawns and Gardens, 

Washing Hops, Fruit Trees, &c., &c. | 


THE LICHTEST AND MOST POWERFUL PUMP ON 
THE MARKET. 
Weight 6} cwt. Simple in Construction. 


AS SUPPLIED TO-— 


Sir Edward Malet (Monaco). | Hon. D. Wari 


Sidney Harrison, Soke 
Miss A. de Kothschild. 
MacKenzie, Esq., &c., &c. 


TO HM. THE KING. 














Day, Wititam Smuyvta, peat st, Birmingham, Jeweller 
Birmingham Pet Feb 28 Ord March 2 

Dewey, Cumnah, Hatton hy Holborn circus, Company 
Director High Coust Pet Feb1 Ord March 2 

Epwarps, Joux, Wolverhampton, Cutler Wolverhampton 
Pet Feb 27 Ord March 4 


Fiztcaer, Wittiam Row.anp, Seottingham, Grocer Not- 
ingham Pet Feb1l1 Ord Ma 

Freeman, Jouy, Creeting St Mi ro affolk, Dealer Bury 
St Edmunds Pet Feb 28 Feb 28 

Grorcz, Ropert Wituam, Staines, Baker 
Surrey Pet March4 Ord March 4 

Gooptves, Witu1am, Camilla rd, Bermondsey High Court 
Pet Jan 25 Ord March 2 


Haryes, Francis Herseat, Egham, Licensed 
Victualler Kingston, Surrey Bet “Masch 3 Pet 


March 3 

Harty, Wiiiiam, Penrhewceiber, or Collier Ponty- 
pridd Pet Mareh3 Ord March 

Houiaxp, Matroew James, Maripoo, Heanor, Derby, 
Grocer’s Assistant Derby Pet reh 1 Ord March t 

Hotmes, Cuartes Epwarp, Burnt Tree, nr Dualey, Clerk 
Dudley Pet 

Homes, Witiax, Derby, Labourer Derby Pet March 2 
Ord. March 2 


Igwix, Tuomas, Tanfield, Durham, Cartwright Newcastle 
on Tyne Pet March 2 Ord March 2 

Jarrett, Faank Merepira, Wallington Croydon Pet 
March 1 Ord March 4 

Joyxgs, Davin, Tonna, nr Neath, Glam, pd Neath and 
Aberavon Pet March3 Ord March 


Katrerys, WALTER Witiiam, Gt a st, Regent 
st, Farrier High Court Pet Feb 22 Ord March 3 
Keuty, James, Consett, Durham, Innkeeper eousie on | 

Tyne Pet March 1 Ord March 2 


Laxciey, Witttam Epwarp Fordingbridge, —~ + pine 
Grocer Salisbury Pet March 4 Ord Marc 

Lewy, Sicmusp M, Queen Victoria st High Court Pet 
Novs8 Ord March 1 

MoIntosu, Doyatp, Cannon st, Importer High Court 
Pet Jan 21 Ord March 4 

Maggiorr, Tuomas, March, Cambrid ¥ Fruiterer Peter- 
bor Pet March 2 ‘Ord Marc 

Moruey. Viotet ADA, ot aaa Haberdasher Brighton 
Pet March 3 Ord Mare’! 

Mortrox, Heway ee Rotherficld, Sams, Butcher | 
Tunbridge Wells Pet March 1 Ord Mare 

Moss, Davin, Elder av, Crouch End, Dinmncad Broker | 

High Court PetJan31 Ord March 2 

Parxkivson, Joun Heaseat, Horncastle, Lincs, Hairdresser 

rane nies ok — te? 

HIPPS, oonat ungton, , Insurance Azent 
Chesterfield Mar 3 


et Magch 3 Ord 
Pornam. Haray, “Newport , Baker Newport, Mon 
le june, Dur | 


Pet Feb 18 Ord March 
Porter, Tuomas —— Ea 
——e © kton on Tees Pet March 2 Or 
Baixzow, Ex Chalton, Beds, Builder Luton Pet 
BR se it sc Nakao, Boot Factor Ni 
IckHUss, Hagry, ir 
Pet March 1 ‘Ord March ae 
—"—y Freep, Loans nr Man hester, Cloth 
Be Ages J Pet Feb i8 Ord March 4 Becker 
perTs, Ricuasp Razz, Mortgage 
Liverpool. ‘Pet Jen 18” Ord’ Marek 2 


Kingston, 











Rostyson, Freperick Buyyay, Hove, Sussex, Ironmonger 
Brighton Pet Feb9 Ord March 3 


Sapierk, Grorce- Brooks, Godalming, Hotel Keeper 
Guildford Pet Jan30 Ord March 1 

Scorr, George Repmonp, Colchester Hgh Court Pet 
Jan9 Ord March 3 

Suipmay, Joseru Rosinson, Sunderland, Grocer Sunder- 
land Pet March 2 Ord March 2 

Sitver, SterpHen Winckworth, Westminet-r mans, Weat- 
miuosier High Court Pet Feb3 Ord March 3 

Smirn, Josers, Sito land Common, nr Barnsley, Miner 
Barnsley Pet 4 Ord March 4 

Wuairrecp, Mary Tugner, Dowsby, Lincs, Farmer 
borough Pet March4 Ord March 4 

wees. 2 BERT Jogn, Rotherham, Grocer Sheffield Pet 
Jan 20 Ord March 3 

Witson, Bensamis, Cardiff, Grocer Cardiff Pct March 2 
Ord March 2 

Witson, Joszru, Gt Milton, Oxford, Licensed Victualler 
Aylesbury Pet March 4’ Ord Murch 4 

Woopwarp, Cartes Henry, Wolverhampton, oe 
Repairer Wolverhampton Pet March 4 Ord March 

Yarrs, Montacug, Walbrook High Court Pet Feb 3 
Ord March 4 


Amended notice substituted for that peemness in 
the London Gazette of Feb 


Hartrwevt, Ausgrt Epwarp, Whitton 4 Hounslow 
suilder Brentford Pet Dec 20 Ord Feb’7 
Amended notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of Feb 24: 


Scort, Hexry Lister Jouxstone, Wetherby, Yorks York 
Pet Jan5 Ord Feb 20 


Peter- 
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